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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 

MINUTES 


C  Ll^riAiiY 


Thursday,  February  28,  1974 
4-50  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


Due  to  the  absence  of  the  Chairman,  Percy  Steel,  the  Board 
members  appointed  Essie  Webb  to  act  as  chairman.     Since  there 
was  a  quorum,  the  meeting  was  called  to  order  and  the  roll  was 
taken. 


Members  Present: 


Essie  Webb,  Acting  Chairman 
Wesley  Slade ,  Secretary 
Eddie  Moriguchi 
Robert  Stevens 
Stanley  Davey 


Members  Absent 


Percy  H.  Steel,  Jr.,  Chairman  -  Previous  engagement 


Representatives 


Vernon  Thornton,  Executive  Director,  WAPAC 

David  Cincotta,  Housing  Specialist Rent  Supplement 

Lovelle  Davis,  Housing  Specialist,  Rent  Supplement 


Complainants :  Will  Reeves 

The  minutes  were  read  and  accepted  with  one  correction:  The 
Chairman,  not  the  Secretary,  was  asked  to  take  special  action  in 
setting  up  a  meeting  time  and  obtaining  a  report  from  June  Miller 
of  the  Oakland  Appeals  Board. 


Secretary Ts  Report: 


The  Secretary  permitted  David  Cincotta  to  issue  a  Follow-up  Report 

in  lieu  of  the  regular  secretarial  report  as  Mr.  Cincotta  had 

functioned  as  Acting  Secretary  during  Mr.  Slade Ts  absence. 

Old  Business : 


Mr.  Cincotta  reported  in  his  follow-ups  that  the  letter  of  2-6-74 
to  Mr.  James  Price.  Director,  San  Francisco  Area  HUD,  was  written 
because  the  arrangements  to  form  a  general  meeting  to  discuss  Mr . 
Reeves T  case  were  impossible  at  the  time.     A  response  to  this 
letter  was  made  by  Mr.  James  P.  Jaquet,  Program  Manager,  HUD.  A 
copy  of  the  letter  was  attached  to  the  minutes 'of  the  last  mee  ting. 
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The  follow-up  response  from  James  Jaquet  regarding  Mr.  Luis  Dela 
Penars  case 'advised  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  present  regula- 
tions that  preclude  second  relocation  payments  to  a  displaceen. 
Furthermore,  HUD  emphasized  the  fact  that  they  are  unable  to  make 
any  type  of  recommendation  until  they  obtain  Mr.  DelaPena Ts  com- 
plete case  file  for  review.     Copies  of  the  correspondence  pertain- 
ing to  this  case  were  also  attached  to  the  minutes  of  January  31st. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Rindlisbacher r s  case,  a  response  was  made  to 
him  in  the  letter  of  August  17,  1973  from  Joseph  A.  Lane,  Supervisor, 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  which  the  details  and  procedures  of  his 
claim  are  explained.     Currently,  as  a  matter  of  record,  Mr. 
Rindlisbacher T s  case  has  been  closed  and  satisfactorily  settled  in 
his  favor.     Mr.  Rindlisbacher  was  paid  on  or  about  January  197M-. 

Inasmuch  as  Mr.  Reeves  case  is  concerned,  the  board  appeared  dis- 
satisfied with  the  response  received  from  HUD  in  which  they 
attempted  to  clarify  relocation  regulations  for  annual  average 
net  earnings  due  to  the  fact  that  there  were  certain  issues  that 
required  surfacing;  in  this  case,  a  person-to-person  meeting  is 
mandatory.     Consequently,  the  letter  seemed  ineffective  in 
obtaining  the  results  the  members  desired,  i.e.,  they  were  not 
only  concerned  with  the  issues  of  proper  computation  clarifica- 
tion of  net  earnings  and  net  earning    interpretations,  but  they 
were  also  concerned  with  the  possibilities  of  an  alternative 
settlement  which  may  be  agreeable  to  all  involved.  Therefore, 
another  meeting  was  requested  consisting  of  three  or  four  people-- 
including  one  representative  from  the  Appeals  Board,  namely,  Mr. 
Eddie  Moriguchi,  since  he  is  the  most  qualified  in  this  area.  The 
group  should  also  be  composed  of  a  representative  from  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  HUD  as  well  as  Mr.  Reeves'  and  his  representative,  Mr. 
Thornton  of  WAPAC .     They  approved  a  meeting  be  arranged  and  held 
within  the  next  two  weeks . 

After  extensive  discussion  around  Mr.  DelaPena Ts  case,  the  Board 
finally  agreed  and  gave  its  approval  to  transmit  its  findings  as 
the  decisions  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  to  HUD  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  that  Mr.  DelaPena  receive  payment  for  his 
second  move  within  a  certain  time  limit,  as  the  case  has  been 
in  appeals  for  several  months.     It  was  felt  that  in  assuming  that 
Mr.  DelaPena  is  eligible,  he  should  be  paid  what  the  regulations 
allow.     It  was  recommended  by  the  Board  that  not  only  a  payment 
be  made  but  clarification  of  the  initial  payment  be  received.  As 
a  result  of  the  motion  that  Mr.  DelaPena  receive  whatever  the 
regulations  state  is  due  him  along  with  the  clarification  of  the 
initial  payment,  the  Secretary  is  to  draft  a  letter  with  copies 
of  same  reaching  each  member. 
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Mr.  Thornton  reported  on  Mr.  Jefferyrs  case  stating  that  Mr. 
Jeffery  will  be  paid  based  on  the  results  of  direct  loss-of- 
property  procedure.     He  has  moved  into  a  new  unit  in  the 
Western  Addition  area.     Therefore,  this  case  was  resolved  to 
Mr.  JefferyTs  satisfaction. 

Another  item  of  discussion  under  "Old  Business"  was  the  subject 
of  the  relocation  of  the  Appeals  Board  meetings.     Mr.  Slade 
reported  that  the  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room  in  the  City  Hall 
Annex  on  M-50  McAllister  Street  would  be  made  available  except 
in  cases  of  emergencies  at  which  time  the  Board  would  be  in- 
formed a  week  in  advance  in  order  to  make  other  provisions  for 
the  meetings.     The  room  holds  approximately  120  people—large 
enough  for  other  public  viewers,  agents,  and/or  representatives, 
yet  small  enough  for  a  membership  of  this  size.     The  room  will 
be  available  for  the  next  meeting. 

Captain  Davey  conveyed  that  the  letter  to  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  regarding  proper  training  and  orientation  had  not  yet 
been  drafted.     Mr.  Slade  stated  that  he  had  drafted  a  letter 
and  that  all  board  members  will  receive  a  copy. 

Captain  Davey  also  question  what  response  would  be  obtained  from 
June  Miller  regarding  the  Oakland  Relocation  Appeals  Board  and 
the  Secretary  assured  the  members  that  a  meeting  would  be  ar- 
ranged . 

The  Relocation  Handbooks  are  to  be  distributed  in  time  for  the  up- 
coming meeting. 

New  Business: 

There  are  three  new  cases  that  require  findings  forwarded  to  HUD 
and  concern  HUDTs  changes  of  regulations  and  time  effects  thereon. 
Board  members  should  receive  these  cases  prior  to  the  next  meeting. 

For  the  convenience  of  the  members,  the  Secretary  is  putting  to- 
gether packets  that  will  contain  writing  pads,  relocation  handbooks, 
and  space  for  other  pertinent  information  such  as  current  cases  and 
minutes . 

It  was  reiterated  that  the  Board  would  meet  a  half -hour  earlier  in 
order  to  review  the  cases'  current  status  which  would  bring  the 
meeting  time  up  to  2  p.m.       Public  hearings  would  commence  at  2:30  p.m. 

The  Secretary  also  advised  that  the  Appeals  Board  brochure,  by-laws, 
and  parking  tickets  are  other  issues  that  must  be  covered  in  future 
meetings . 

Captain  Davey  suggested  that  the  lack  of  documentation  causes  a 
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great  deal  of  confusion  when  reviewing  various  cases;  therefore, 
statements  should  be  documented  according  to  who  says  what  and 
what  is  done  by  whom.     This  way.  there  is  always  a  documented 
record  of  all  actions . 

Because  the  Secretary  is  carrying  a  full  load  of  responsiblities , 
someone  else  will  be  appointed  to  work  with  the  Secretary  in 
following  up  on  the  cases  as  the  need  arises  and  to  help  the 
Secretary  in  getting  things  done. 

A  suggestion  was  made  that  the  minutes  be  more  widely  distributed 
in  order  to  inform  others  of  the  existence  and  functions  of  the 
Appeals  Board.     There  are  many  people  who  are  still  unfamiliar 
with  the  activities  performed  by  the  Board  and  who  may  possibly 
benefit  by  submitting  their  complaints.     The  minutes  should  be 
sent  to  some  of  the  major  organizations  and  community  agents 
such  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  Mayor's  Office,  Human  Rights 
Commission,  Media,  Fair  Housing  Committee,  Redevelopment  Agency, 
and  many  others.     This  informative  process  may  encourage  others 
to  use  the  facilities  that  the  board  has  opened  to  the  public. 

Communications :  None 

Good  and  Welfare: 

Mr.  Thornton  expressed  his  appreciation  of  the  Board's  performances 
on  behalf  of  those  complainants  tiat  have  been  aided  by  way  of 
appeal  operations.     He  felt  that  the  Board  and  its  powers  should 
gain  more  respect  from  the  community  and  from  other  relocation 
sources.     He  stated  that  he  has  26  cases  currently  being  processed 
by  his  Agency,  ten  of  which  will  come  before  the  board  eventually. 
Among  other  things,  Mr.  Thornton  feels  that  since  the  board  is  in 
a  position  to  represent  the  community,  it  is  good  that  all  areas 
be  made  aware  of  this.     Mrs.  Webb  thanked  Mr.  Thornton,  on  behalf 
of  the  commissioners,  for  his  comments. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4:15  p.m.  to  2  p.m.,  March  21,  197M-. 

REMINDER:     The  next  meeting  will  be  in  the  City  Hall  Annex,  Sixth 
Floor.  Conference  Room,  4-50  McAllister  Street. 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  March  21,  1974- ,  2  p.m. 
M-50  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

^  AGENDA 

I.    Meeting  Called  to  Order  DOCUMEI 

APR  1  1974 


II.  Approval  of  Minutes 

III.  Secretary's  Report 

IV.  Old  Business   (Pending  Cases) 

V.  New  Business 

VI.  Communications 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  April  18,  197M- 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
^RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 

PUBLIC 

-g^  MINUTES 

Thursday  ^ay  16,  1974 
i+50  McAllister  Street  -^Sixth  Fl.  Conference  Rm. 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Mr.  Percy  Steele,  Jr.  -  Chairman 
at  2:30  P.M. 

Members  Present:  Eddie  Moriguchi 

Wesley  Slade,  Executive  Secretary 

Percey  Steele,  Jr.,  Chairman 

Robert  Stevens 

Essie  Webb 
Member  Excused:  Stanley  Davey 

Staff  Present:  Irish  J.  Gillespie 

Representatives  Present: 

Arnold  W.  Baker,  Director  Central 

Relocation  Services 
Wayne  DeHart,  YBC  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 
Paula  Johnson,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment. 
Agency 

James  Wilson,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 

Agency 
Mr.  Murdock,  WAPAC 

Complainants :  Cylena  Holmes 

Bernard  Green 

The  minutes  of  the  April  18,  1974  meeting  was  reviewed  by  each  member 
and  unaniously  approved. 


Secretary's  Report 

Mr.  Wesley  Slade  gave  a  brief  report  on  housing  problems  he  has 
encountered  recently.     There  has  been  an  increasingly  high  number 
of  individuals  and  families  getting  evicted.     Their  complaints  are 
that  the  only  available  housing  is  located  in  Hunters  Point  and 
Potrero  Hill.     They  do  not  feel  these  areas  are  safe.     Mr.  Steele 
suggested  that  Mr.  Slade  keep  documentation  of  these  particular  cases 
and  their  results. 


« 

Old  Business 


Since  there  was  not  a  quorum  present  at  April  18th,  meeting,  the  Board 
members  reviewed  and  unaniously  approved  the  minutes  for  the  March  21, 
1971  meeting. 

Resolution  of  Nancy  Booker  was  read  by  Mr.  Slade.     To  date,  there 

has  been  no  response  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Resolution  for  Mr.  Willis  Reeves  was  also  read  and  approved  by  the  Board. 

New  Business 

1.     Cylena  Holmes 

Chairman,  Percy  Steele  read  a  letter     to  the  Board  from  Mrs.  Holmes, 
which  explained  her  housing  problems.     (See  attached) 

Mrs.     Holmes  was  accompanied  by  two  friends.     Mrs.  Holmes  explained 
her  case  from  her  point  of  view.     She  said  she  was  jiving  alone  and 
desired  a  one-bedroom  apartment  in  the  Hunter's  Point  Project  Area 
as  her  replacement  housing.     Her  application  for  Ridgeview  Terrace  was 
processed  by  Paula  Johnson  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  forwarded 
to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  for  approval.  When 
her  application  was  returned,  Mrs.  Holmes  noticed  she  was  approved 
for  a  studio  instead  of  a  one-bedroom  unit.     Mrs.  Holmes  stated  she 
then  questioned  Paula  Johnson,  who  at  this  time  informed  her  that  in 
order  to  get  a  one -bedroom  apartment,  she  would  have  to  obtain  a 
letter  from  her  physician  specifying  her  need  for  a  one  bedroom  unit. 
Mrs.  Holmes  stated  she  was  then  advised  by  Ms.  Johnson  that  HUD  probably 
would  not  reconsider  her  application  and  instead  apply  for  a  two  bed- 
room apartment  since  she  had  custody  of  her  grandchildren.     Mrs.  Holmes 
reiterated  that  due  to  improper  counseling  and  timely  processing  of  her 
case  she  lost  $1,000  in  relocation  benefits  in  which  she  qualified  for 
under  regulations  prior  to  August  17,  1972. 

Mr.  Wilson,  Supervisor  of  Business  and  Residential  Services  at  Hunters 
Point  stated  that  his  office  had  attempted  to  accommodate  Mrs..  Holmes  - 
in  finding  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  housing  which  would  accommodate 
her  needs. 

Mr.  Steele,  Chairman,  moved  that  the  records  show  that  Mrs.  Holmes  was 
adequately  counseled  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff,  but  due  to 
change  in  HUD  regulations,  she  has  been  denied  the  maximum  benefits 
she  would  have  qualified  for  prior  to  August  17,  1972.     Mr.  Steele, 
Chairman,  asked  Mr.  Arnold  Baker,  how  Mrs.  Holmes  case  would  be  resolved. 

Mr.  Baker  pointed  out  that  due  to  the  change  in  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development's  regulations,  there  is  no  way  Mrs.  Holmes  case 
can  be  resolved  or  recomputed. 
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The  Board  agreed  to  send  to  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
their  written  recommendaton  which  is  for  HUD  to  authorize  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  to  make  payments  to  Mrs.  Cylena  Holmes 
in  the  Hunter's  Point  Project  Area. 

2.     Bernard  Green 

The  attorney  for  Mr.  Bernard  Green,  Mr.  Lee  Stimell,  presented  the 
issues  of  Mr.  Green's  case  to  the  Board.    Mr.  Green  stated  that  he 
had  been  discriminated  against  in  rent  payments  because  other  busi- 
nesses paid  less  than  he  had  to  pay  to  the  S.F.R.A. 

Mr.  DeHart,  who  is  Business  Relocation  Specialist-YBC  stated  that 
Mr.  Green  paid  more  rent  because  he  was  an  operative  business.  Mr. 
Stevens  questioned  Mr.  Green  and  his  attorney  regarding  the  letter 
dated  February  25,  197^  as  to  what  would  they  actually  settle  the 
case  for. 

Mr.  Green  and  Attorney  Stimmell  stated  they  would  settle  for  items  2, 
3,M-,6,  and  7  as  stated  on  the  letter  to  Mr.  Slade   (see  attached). 

Attorney  Stimmell  informed  the  Board  that  he  did  not  feel  this  case 
could  be  resolved  at  this  time  because  he  has  not  received,  letters 
and  other  information  from  attorney's  that  handled  Mr.  Green's  case 
prior  to  him.     Mr.  Stimmel  recommended  that  the  case  be  continued 
until  he  obtained  further  information. 

The  Chairman  stated  that  it  was  unfortunate  that  businesses  such  as 
Mr.  Green's  are  directly  hurt  due  to  Redevelopment  Agency's  regula- 
tions which  is  governed  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.     The  Board  agreed  to  continue  Mr.  Green's  case  until  all 
of  the  pertinent  information  could  be  obtained. 

Mr.  Mohammed  Farooq 

The  Mohammed  Farooq  case  was  not  scheduled  to  be  heard  by  the  Board 
today,  however,  due  to  the  unusual  nature  of  the  case  and  because 
Mr.  Farooq  is  living  in  a  high  priority  site  in  the  Western  Addition 
A-2  project  and  refuses  to  move  until  he  can  be  assured  his  Replacement 
Housing  Payment;  Mr.  Baker  asked  the  Board  to  hear  the  case.  The 
Board  agreed. 

Mr.  Farooq  told  the  Board  that  he  has  lived  at  756  Turk  Street  since 
1957  and  thinks  that  he  should  be  eligible  for  a  Replacement  Housing 
Payment  for  Tenants,  but  has  been  informed  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency's  staff  that  he  is  ineligible  for  benefits  because 
the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970  states  that  an  individual  or  family 
must  live  in  a  residence  90  days  prior  to  initiation  of  negotiation. 
Mr.  Farooq  states  he  should  not  be  penalized  because  he  lived  in  his 
residence  60  days  instead  of  90  days  prior  to  initiation  of  negotiation  . 
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« 


Mr.  Stevens  motioned     that  Mr.  Farooq  should  be  eligible  for  benefits 
and  that  the  Board  would  back  Mr.  Baker  in  his  endeavor  to  get  the 
Federal  Regulations  appealed.     The  motion  was  seconded  and  carried. 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  S:^0  P.M. 


RESOLUTION  ADOPTING  FINDINGS  OF  THE  RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  OF  THE 


CYLENA  HOLMES  CASE 


WHEREAS,  Mrs.  Cylena  Holmes  of  50  Cashmere  Street,  properly  prepared 
and  presented  a  written  appeal  for  action  to  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  regarding  her  Replacement  Housing 
Payment  for  Tenants. 

AND  WHEREAS,  testimony  was  presented  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  Mrs.  Cylena  Holmes  on  May  17,  1974,  and  such  testimony  was  reviewed 
by  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board. 

AND  WHEREAS,  it  was  revealed  that  Federal  changes  in  regulations  made 
Mrs.  Holmes,  as  well  as  many  others,  a  yictim  of  decreased  benefits. 


AND  WHEREAS,  this  was  substantiated  by  testimony  from  Mr.  Arnold  Baker, 
Directory  of  Central  Relocation  Services. 

IT  IS  THE  FINDING  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  be  made 
aware  of  the  injustices  they  are  creating  by  arbitrary  administrative  changes 
in  regulations  and  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  abate 
the  situation  by  allowing  Mrs.  Holmes,  and  others,  who  were  promised  certain 
benefits  prior  to  the  change  to  be  paid  promptly. 

FURTHER,  the  Board  recommend  that  with  the  cooperation  of  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  that  Mrs.  Holmes  be  assisted  in  being  housed 
in  a  one-bedroom  apartment  in  the  Hunters  Point  Project  area. 


NORMAN  S.  STIMMEL 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 


(415)  392-3018 


February  25,  1974 


Mr.  Wesley  Slade 

San  Francisco  Relocation  Appeals  Board 

Office  of  the  Mayor 

City  Hall,   Room  205 

San  Francisco,   Ca.  94102 

Re:     Bernard  Green,   Formerly  Tana,  California 
781  Mission  Street,  S.F. 
9.1  PM-C 

« 

Dear  Mr.  Slade: 

This  is  a  request  for  a  hearing  before  the  Reloca- 
tion Appeals  Board  concerning  the  relocation  benefits  due 
Mr.  Bernard  Green. 

The  issues  we  wish  to  present  to  the  Board  include 
the  following: 

1.     The  appraised  value  of  the  equipment  was  not 
updated  for  sale  and  as  a  result  is  low  by  25%.     We  request 
a  resultant  increase  of  $7,500.00  in  payment. 

2'.     The  relocation  payments  should  be  based  on  the 
acquisition  cost  rather  than  the  fair  market  value  since  the 
Agency  erroneously  failed  to  inform  Mr.  Green  concerning  his 
ability  to  store  his  equipment  and  merchandise,   and  misinformed 
Mr.  Green  concerning  the  availability  of  relocation  benefits. 
The  forced  sale  and  the  consequent  loss  was  therefore  caused  by 
the  Agency's  negligence.     The  resultant  increase  in  payment  re- 
quested is  $74,960.00. 

3.  A  Button-Hole  Machine,   S  2-BH  Reece,  serial 
number  S2-22003,  with  a  fair  market  value  of  approximately 
$1,000.00  and  an  acquisition  cost  of  approximately  $2,000.00, 
was  listed  at  auction,   sold  at  auction,   but  not  listed  on  the 
appraisal.     We  demand  payment  for  this  machine. 

4.  The  rent  charged  Mr.  Green  for  the  17  months 
period  was  $220.00  per  month.     Tenants  in  the  same  building, 
with  more  floor  space,   have  informed  us  that  their  rent  was 
$100.00  per  month  during  the  same  period.     Such  action  is 
discriminatory.     We  seek  the  rent  differential  of  $2,040.00. 
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5.  The     relocation  set  off  of  $2,618.00  deducted 
from  the  relocation  payments  received  by  Mr.  Green,   and  repre- 
senting the  Agency  determined  rental  value  of  the  premises 
between  July  13,    1971  and  June  28,    1972,   amounts  to  $2,618.00. 
This  amount,   as  explained  above,    is  too  high.     In  addition, 
Mr.  Green's  tenancy  was  involuntary  since  Agency  personnel 
informed  him  that  they  could  not  currently  finance  his  relo- 
cation as  explained  above. 

6.  Mr.  Green's  actual  reasonable  expenses  incurred 
in  searching  for  a  replacement  location  amounts  to  $1,000.00. 
We  can  present  documentation  of  these  expenses.     As  you  know,' 
the  $500.00  limit  set  in  H.U.D.  regulations  may  be  increased 

if  the  Agency  feels  that  such  increase  is   justified.     Mr.  Green 
was  orally  assured  by  agency  personnel  that  the  limit  would  be 
increased  in  his  case. 

7.  Lastly,  we  request  legal  interest  on  those 
amounts  above. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  an  ongoing  business  was  destroyed 
in  this  fashion.     Mr.   Green  wishes  to  set  up  his  business  again. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  it  is   in  the  best  interests  of 
all  that  this  end  be  accomplished. 

If  you  have  any  questions,    feel  free  to  contact  me. 
Any  date  aside  from  April  17,    1974,    is   fine  with  us. 

Enclosed  find  the  request  for  reconsideration  of 
relocation  payment  we  submitted  to  H.U.D.  and  their  reply. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Lee  Stimmel 


cc:     B.  Green 
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May  1U,  1971* 


Mr,  Robert  L.  Rumsey,  Executive  Director 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

P.  0.  Box  6I46  |Qi. 
San  Francisco,  California  91*109 

Dear  Mr.  Rumsey: 

A  few  months  ago  we  had  the  unhappy  news  presented 
to  us  that  we  would  have  to  move  from  our  Yerba 
Buena  Redevelopment  Area  location  after  a  $0  year 
tenancy  in  the  same  building.    The  chores  ahead 
of  us  to  complete  this  move  seemed  overwhelming. 

Fortunately,  for  us,  and  I'm  sure  for  San  Francisco 

Redevelopment  ilgency,  you  have  Wayne  Te  Hart. 

All  matters  were  handled  by  Wayne  with  a  courtesy 

and  tact  that  one  seldom  encounters.    His  expertise 

simplified  so  many  problems  and  saved  hours  of  work     ■  f 

for  people  in  our  plant. 

In  short,  because  of  Wayne,  our  move  was  not 
overwhelming  at  all  and  we  already  feel  at  home  in 
our  new  quarters. 


v 


■ 


Frank  R.  Stoll,  Jr. 
Treasurer 
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^-RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  June  20,  1971+ ,  2:00  p.m. 

M-50  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

AGENDA 

I.        Meeting  Called  to  Order 
II.        Approval  of  Minutes 
III.        Secretary's  Report 
IV.        Old  Business 

„  v,  t,  SAM  FP.AriCIoCO 

V.  New  Business 

VI.  Communications 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  July,  18,  197M- 


i 


1.  Bernard  Green 


On  February  25,  1974,  Mr.  Green's  attorney,  Lee  Simmel,  had  requested 
that  the  Board  settle  seven  (7)  issues  regarding  Mr.  Green's  relocation 
benefits. 

After  discussing  the  Green  Case  with,  Mr.  DeHart,  of  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  and  Mr.  Green  the  Board  unaniously  decided  to  deal 
with  each  of  the  following  issues  separately: 

1.  The  appraised  value  of  the  equipment  was  not  updated  for  sale 
and  as  a  result  is  low  by  25%.  We  request  a  resultant  increase  of 
$7,500.00  in  payment. 

2.  The  relocation  payments  should  be  based  on  the  acquisition 
cost  rather  than  the  fair  market  value  since  the  Agency  erroneously 
failed  to  inform  Mr.  Green  concerning  his  ability  to  store  his  equipment 
and  merchandise,  and  misinformed  Mr.  Green  concerning  the  availability 
of  relocation  benefits.  The  forced  sale  and  the  consequent  loss  was 
therefore  caused  by  the  Agency's  negligence.  The  resultant  increase  in 
payment  requested  is  $74,960.00. 

3.  A  Button-Hole  Machine,  S  2-BH  Reence,  serial  number  S2-22003, 
with  a  fair  market  value  of  approximately  $1,000.00  and  an  acquisition 
cost  of  approximately  $2,000.00,  was  listed  at  auction,  sold  at  auction, 
but  not  listed  on  the  appraisal.  We  demand  payment  for  this  machine. 

4.  The  rent  charged  Mr.  Green  for  the  17  months  period  was  $220.00 
per  month.  Tenants  in  the  same  building,  with  more  floor  space,  have 
informed  us  that  their  rent  was  $1000.00  per  month  during  the  same 
period.  Such  action  is  discriminatory.  We  seek  the  rent  differential 

of  $2,040.00. 

5.  The  relocation  set  off  of  $2,618.00  deducted  from  the 
relocation  payments  received  by  Mr.  Green,  and  representing  the  Agency 
determined  rental  value  of  the  premises  between  July  13,  1971  and 
June  28,  1972,  amounts  of  $2,618.00.  This  amount,  as  explained  above, 
is  too  high.  In  adition,  Mr.  Green's  tenancy  was  involuntary  since 
Agency  personnel  informed  him  that  they  could  not  currently  finance 
his  relocation  as  explained  above. 

6.  Mr.  Green's  actual  reasonable  expenses  incurred  in  searching 
for  a  replacement  location  amounts  of  $1,000.00.  We  can  present 
documentation  of  these  expenses.  As  you  know,  the  $500.00  limit  set 
in  H.U.D.  regulations  may  be  increased  if  the  Agency  "feels  that  such 
icrease  is  justified.  Mr.  Green  was  orally  assured  by  agency  personnel 
that  the  limit  would  be  increased  in  his  case. 

7.  Lastly,  we  request  legal  interest  on  those  amounts  above. 
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It  was  moved  and  seconded  that: 

1.  under  the  present  regulations  an  increase  in  payment  could 
not  be  paid. 

2.  there  was  no  substantial  evidence  of  negligence  on  behalf  of 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  in  providing  Mr.  Green  with 
information  on  relocation  and  benefits. 

3.  Mr.  Green  be  entitled  to  additional  benefits,  which  would 
be  the  difference  between  the  auction  proceeds  of  $600.00  or  the 
estimate  cost  of  moving  and  installing  the  button-hole  machine, 
whichever  is  lesser. 

4.  issues  4  &  5  be  combined  and  Mr.  Green  recover  the  difference 
between  the  rent  of  $220.00  and  $100.00  from  July  13,  1971  through 
June  28,  1972  which  would  be  a  total  of  $1,440.00. 

6.  Mr.  Green  provide  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  with 
proper  documention  to  substantiate  his  claim  for  an  additional 
$500.00  in  Search  Expenses. 

7.  under  the  guidelines  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970, 
there  is  no  provisions  for  interest  payments. 

On  behalf  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Steele  expressed  regret  that  the  Board 
could  not  settle  all  the  issues  to  his  satisfaction  due  to  Federal 
regulations. 

Communications 

Mr.  Robert  Stevens  regretfully  resigned  as  a  longtime  member  of  the 
Board  because  he  is  relocating  to  another  City. 

Mr.  Percey  Steele  thanked  Mr.  Stevens  for  his  time  and  cooperation 
as  a  member  of  the  Board. 

Mr.  Steele  asked  that  a  letter  be  sent  to  Mayor  Alioto  requesting 
the  appointment  of  another  Board  member. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:25  P.M. 
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RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  July  18,  1974,  2:00  p.m. 

450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


AGENDA 


I. 

Meeting  Called  to  Order 

II. 

Approval  of  Minutes 

III. 

Secretary's  Report 

IV. 

Old  Bussiness 

v. 

New  Business 

VI. 

Communications 

VII. 

Good  and  Welfare 

VIII. 

Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  August  15,  1974 

0  c 


1974 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

2  Uu^MENTS 

^•RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 

I*  -  OCT  2-^  JO- 

MINUTES 


Thursday, -September  19,  1974,  2:00  p.m. 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


The  regular  meeting  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  for  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  was  called  to  order  by  Mr.  Percy  Steele, 
Chairman,  at  2:40  p.m. 


Members  Present: 

•    Members  Execused: 
Staff  Present: 


Eddie  Moriguchi 

Stanley  Davey 

Percy  Steele,  Chairman 

Wesley  Slade,  Secretary 
Essie  Webb 

Irish  J.  Gillespie 
Lovell  E.  Davis 
Serena  Ventura 


Representatives  Present :  Wayne  DeHart,  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 

'  -■    -  William  McClure,  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 

Complainants :  Evelyn  Pride 

Mirohji  Sholar 

The  minutes  of  the  June  20,  1974  meeting  was  read  and  accepted  with 
one  correction:  The  Chairman's  name  was  corrected  as  Percy  Steele  not 
Percey  Steel.  Minutes  Approved. 

Secretary's  Report: 

Since  Mr.  Slade  was  absent  due  to  death  in  his  family,  the  Secretary's 
Report  was  given  by  Ms.  Irish  J.  Gillespie  and  Mr.  Lovell  E.  Davis. 

Ms.  Gillespie  informed  the  Board  members  that  Mr.  James  Jacquet  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  was  unable  to  attend  this 
particular  meeting,  but  would  attend  the  meeting  in  October. 

The  letters  were  read  from  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
regarding  the  cases  of  Ceylena  Holmes  and  Mohammend  Farooq.  Since  The 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  did  not  concur  with  the  Board's 
recommendations  in  either  case,  it  was  suggested  by  Mr.  Steele  that  these 
cases  be  discussed  at  the  next  meeting  with  Mr.  Jacquet  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development. 
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New  Business: 

1.  Evelyn  Pride 

The  case  of  the  above  individual  was  presented  by  her  attorney, 
Mr.  Craig  Smith.  Mrs.  Pride's  grievence  was  regarding  the  cancellation 
of  a  Preference  Certificate  that  was  issued  to  her  in  December,  1971 
by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  A  Preference  Certificate 
gives  a  family  or  individual  priority  to  move  into  federally  sub- 
sidized housing. 

Mr.  McClure  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  Central 
Relocation  Services  stated  that  on  October  30,  1972,  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  cancelled  all  certificates  if  the  move 
took  place  more  than  two-years  ago  and  if  the  move  occurred  before 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  purchased  the  property. 

Mrs.  Pride  contends  that  she  never  received  notification  of  the 
cancellation  therefore,  she  should  be  given  priority  to  move  into  new 
housing  in  the  Western  Addition . 

Mr.  McClure  informed  Mrs.  Pride  and  her  attorney  that  since  her 
move  transpired  in  1967  and  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  the  property 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  she  would  not  be  eligible  for  relocation 
benefits . 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  drafted  a  letter  to  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  asking  a  waiver  of  the 
two-year  limitation  for  certificate  holders  issued  prior  to  October 
30,  1972.  Motion  seconded. 

2.  Mirohji  Sholar 

The  above  case  was  presented  to  the  Board  by  Mr.  Arnold  Tawsend 
of  W.A.P.A.C.  and  Mr.  Sholar's  son-in-law,  who  served  as  a  translater. 

Mr.  Sholar  owned  a  restaurant  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Project 
Area  and  received  a  letter  from  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
to  vacate. 

Mr.  Sholar  contends  that  he  was  offered  $10,000.00  and  all  the 
profits  from  the  auction  of  his  equipment  by  Mr.  DeHart  if  he  vacated 
his  business. 

He  did  locate  another  business  north  of  Market  Street  which  was 
an  Italian  Restaurant  and  with  the  assistance  of  Mr.  DeHart  was  able 
to  obtain  a  S.B.A.  loan. 

Mr.  Sholar  states  that  due  to  the  delay  in  his  Relocation  Business 
Payment,  he  lost  his  new  business  and  is  presently  on  Welfare. 


Captain  Davey  asked  what  was  the  delay  in  paying  Mr.  Sholar? 


Mr.  DeHart  told  the  Board  that  the  problem  in  this  case  was  lack  of 
communication.  (Mr.  Sholar  doesn't  speak  English).  He  did  not  tell 
Mr.  Sholar  he  was  eligible  for  $10,000.00,  but  that  he  would  be  eligible 
for  up  to  $10,000.00.  Mr.  DeHart  stated  that  due  to  enactment  of  the 
uniform  Relocation  Act    of  1970  and  the  fact  that  Sholar  was  out  of 
business  caused  the  delay  in  payment.  Mr.  Sholar  received  a  total  of 
$6,093.00  which  means  he  is  $3,097.00  short  of  the  alledged  $10,000.00 
promished. 

Since  it  was  never  established  what  action  Mr.  Sholar  wished  the 
Board  to  take  or  how  the  Board  could  assist  him;  Mr.  Davey  and 
Mr.  Moriguchi  will  investigate  the  availability  of  other  funds. 

Communications :  None 

Good  $  Welfare 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:15  p.m.,  September  19,  1974. 
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^RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING  SAl,  franCISCO 

Thursday,  October  17,  1974,  2  p.m. 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

^AGENDA 

I.  Meeting  Called  ro  Order 

II.  Approval  of  Minutes 

III.  Secretary's  Report 

IV.  Old  Business  (Pending  Cases) 

V.  New  Business 

VI .  Communications 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  November  21,  1974 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 

rUbUC  LIBRARY 

#£S  MINUTES 


Thursday,  October  17,  1974,  2:00  p.m. 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


The  regular  meeting  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman,  Percy  Steele,  Jr. 
at  2.40  p.m. 

Members  Present:  Stanley  Davey 

Eddie  Moriguchi 
Wesley  Slade,  Secretary 
Percy  Steele,  Chairman 
Essie  Webb 

Staff  Present:  Lovell  Davis 

Irish  J.  Gillespie 

Representatives  Present:  William  McClure,  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 

James  Jacquet  Program  Manager,  HUD 
Geri  Franklin,  Relocation  Representative,  HUD 

The  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  September  19,  1974  was  read  and  accepted 
with  one  correction.  The  amount  in  the  Sholar  case  should  be  $3,907.00. 
Minutes  Approved. 

Secretary's  Report: 

Mr.  Slade  introduced  two  representative  from  the  Department  of  Housing 
§  Urban  Development,  who  were  Mr.  James  Jacquet  and  Mrs.  Geri  Franklin. 


New  Business: 


Mr.  Steele  explained  that  the  Board  had  specific    questions  regarding 
the  decisions  made  by  Department  of  Housing  §  Urban  Development  of  the 
following  three  cases:  1)  Mohammed  Farooq  2)  Cylena  Holmes  and  3)  Nancy 
Booker. 


1.  Mohammed  Farooq 

Mr.  Farooq  filed  a  grievance  with  the  Board  because  he  was  ineligible 
for  a  replacement  housing  payment  due  to  his  failure  to  establish  residency 
at  his  756  Turk  Street  address  90  days  prior  to  initiation  of  negotiations. 
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Mr.  Jacquet  explained  that  the  90  days  prior  to  initiation  of 
negotiations  for  acquisition  requirement  do  make  persons  ineligible  for 
a  Replacement  Housing  Payment;  but  the  regulations  of  the  uniform  Relo- 
cation Act  of  1970  are  very  explicit.  He  stated  that  the  only  way  to 
change  the  90  days  prior  to  initiatiation  of  negotiations  date  is  through 
Congress. 


1.  Cylena  Holmes 

The  above  case  was  discussed  at  length  with  Mr.  Jacquet.  Mrs.  Holmes 
contended  that  because  of  the  August  17,  1972  change  in  regulations  she 
was  denied  $4,000  which  she  was  promised  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevel- 
opment Agency. 


Mr.  Jacquet  explained  that  the  August  17,  1972  revised  method  of 
computing  the  amount  of  a  rental  assistance  payment  does  not  make  a 
displacee  ineligible  for  maximum  benefits,  but  changes  the  maximum  to  the 
actual  amount  needed  to  occupy  a  replacement  dwelling. 

Under  the  regulations  prior  to  August  17,  1972,  the  amount  of  the 
rental  assistance  payment  had  been  based  on  the  difference  between  the 
base  monthly  rental  for  the  dwelling  from  which  the  claimant  was  dis- 
placed and  the  monthly  rental  for  a  comparable  replacement  dwelling, 
regardless  of  the  actual  monthly  rental  payment  for  the  replacement 
dwelling.  This  is  why  the  rental  assistance  payment  was  called  (Giveaway 
Program.) 

Mr.  Steele  motioned  that  a  letter  be  written  to  the  Manager  of 
Jackie  Robinson  Gardens  requesting  that  Mrs.  Holmes  be  given  top  priority 
for  a  one-bedroom  apartment.  Motion  Carried. 

3.  Nancy  Booker 


Mrs.  Booker  also  contended  that  because  of  the  August  17,  1972  change 
in  computing  the  amount  of  the  rental  assistance  payment,  she  was  denied 
$4,000.00  which  she  was  promised  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 


Mrs.  Franklin  explained  that  Mrs.  Booker's  case  have  different 
circumstances  than  the  previous  case,  but  the  same  method  of  computing 
the  rental  assistance  payment  would  apply  to  Mrs.  Booker. 


Mr.  Steele  stated  the  Board  would  discuss  again  at  the  next  meeting 
Mrs.  Booker's  case 


Mr.  Jacquet  explained  that  in  Mrs,  Booker's  case,  the  Board  could  not 
resolve  the  case  in  her  favor. 

Mr.  Steele,  thanked  Mr.  Jacquet  and  Ms.  Franklin  for  attending  the 
meeting  and  suggested  that  a  more  frequent  meeting  would  be  appreciated. 

Communications  -  None 

Good  §  Welfare  -  None 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4:50  p.m.  October  17,  1974. 
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^RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  November  21,  1974  2  p.m. 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

_  AGENDA 

I.  Meeting  Called  to  Order 

II.  Approval  of  Minutes 

III.  Secretary's  Report 

IV.  Old  Business  (pending  Cases)  . 

V.  New  Business 

VI .  Communications 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  December  19,  1974 


-^-r:~  v--'  ■   ■;  —  • — r^'-'7T'\"  ^-n,,,vM^*T,T*'~~  1   --r— r  %- 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
MINUTES 


DOCUMENTS 

MAY  1  9  1975 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Thursday,  April  17,  1975 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Mr.  Percy  Steele,  Chairman  at  2:45  p.m. 


Members  Present: 


Essie  Webb 
Eddie  Moriguchi 
Percy  Steele 
Wesley  Slade 


Members  Absent: 


Captain  Stanley  Davey 
David  Adalpe 


Representations 


Arnold  Baker,  Director,  Central  Relocation  Services 

Pete  Theodor,  Supervisor  Residential,  YBC 

Gordon  Stafford,  Community  Services  Supervisor,  YBC 


Complainant : 


Albert  Fraser 


The  minutes  of  the  April  17,  1975  meeting  was  read  and  approved. 


Secretary's  Report: 

Mr.  Wesley  Slade  brought  to  the  Board's  attention  the  HUD  News  Letter  announc- 
ing the  subsidy  amount  and  the  potential  number  of  housing  units  San  Francisco 
and  other  counties  can  expect  to  receive  under  HUD's  new  Section  8 -Housing 
Assistance  Program.  A  brief  discussion  followed  on  why  San  Francisco's  subsidy 
amount  was  so  low.  It  was  assumed  that  the  amount  is  low  due  to  HUD's  previous 
committment  of  600  Units  for  Hunters  Point. 


Each  Board  member  was  given  a  booklet  by  Mr.  Slade  of  the  final  report  on 
Community  Development  §  Housing. 

Chairman,  Percy  Steele,  suggested  that  the  Board  invite  Mr.  Jacquet,  Director 
of  Community  Development  and  Housing,  to  the  next  meeting. 
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Mr.  Slade  informed  the  Board  that  the  two  issues  in  court  relative  to  the 
International  Hotel  are  1)  eviction  of  tenants  and  2)  demolition  of  hotel. 


Mr.  Arnold  Baker,  Director  of  Central  Relocation  Services,  informed  the 
Board  of  a  conference  being  held  April  21  §  22  regarding  the  revised  regu- 
lation under  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  §  Real  Property  Acquisition 
Policies  Act  of  1970. 


Mr.  Arnold  Baker  gave  a  brief  report  on  the  status  of  the  Southeast  Sewer 
Treatment  Plant  proposal  noting  that  1)  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  was 
passed  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors.  2)  the  Site 
Selection  Hearing  process  will  begin  in  approximately  2  weeks  3)  the  plan 
will  necessitate  additional  staff. 


New  Business: 

1.  Albert  Fraser 

Albert  Fraser  officially  filed  a  grievance  with  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board 
on  February  20,  1975.  Mr.  Fraser  contends  that  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  denied  his  claims  for  relocation  benefits  under  the  new  act  because 
he  moved  out  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Project  Area  prior  to  January  2,  1971  and  he 
could  not  prove  that  he  was  a  legal  occupant  of  the  Westchester  Hotel  at  the 
time  of  acquisition. 


Mr.  Fraser  explained  to  the  Board  that  he  had  lived  in  various  hotels  in  the 
Y.B.C.  Area  from  September,  1960  through  November,  1970.  He  moved  out  of  the 
area  because  he  was  evicted  from  the  Westchester  Hotel  and  asked  by  the 
owner    of  the  Milner  Hotel  to  vacate  the  premises  on  two  separate  occasions. 


Mr.  Arnold  Baker  explained  that  due  to  Judge  Weigle's  court  induction,  which 
prohibited  Agency  representatives  from  interviewing  or  contacting  residents 
in  the  Y.B.C.  Area,  there  was  no  contact  with  Mr.  Fraser.  Individuals  could 
come  into  the  Y.B.C  Area  Office  on  a  voluntary  basis  if  they  desired.  Under 
the  old  Act,  Mr.  Fraser  would  only  be  eligible  to  receive  $5.00  in  moving 
expenses . 

Mr.  Pete  Theodor  stated  there  was  no  record  of  Mr.  Fraser  living  in  either 
hotel,  therefore  the  Agency  could  not  justify  his  claim  for  relocation 
benefits . 


Mr.  Fraser  had  several  notarized  statements  from  individuals  verifying  he 
had  been  a  resident  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Area.  Mr.  Fraser  explained  that  since 
his  rent  was  paid  in  cash,  he  had  no  rent  receipts.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Mardis 
was  the  Desk  Clerk  at  the  Westchester  Hotel  at  the  time  and  could  verify  his 


i 


I 


(3) 

residence  at  the  hotel.  However,  Mr.  Fraser  stated  that  Mr.  Mardis  would  not 
give  him  a  notarized  statement  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Steele  suggested  that  at  the  next  meeting  we  should  have  Mr.  Mardis 
attend. 

| 

Mr.  Fraser' s  case  was  continued  to  May,  1975. 
Good  jj  Welfare: 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4:45. 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  May  15,  1975  2.m. 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

-0  AGENDA  DOCUMENTS 

MAY  1  3  1975 


I.    Meeting  Called  to  Order 
II.    Approval  of  Minutes 
III.    Secretary's  Report 


IV.    Old  Business 

1.  Albert  Fraser-vs-  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


V.  New  Business 

VI .  Communications 

VI I.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  June  19,  1975 
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^  RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Thursday,  September  18,  1975  2  p.m. 
M-50  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


AGENDA 

$  DOCUyENTS 

OCT  1  5  1975 

I.      Meeting  Called  to  Order 

SAjN  FFiA-NCiSCO 
PUBLIC  UISSASY 

II.      New  Business 


III.  Communications 


IV.      Adjournment  to  Next  Meeting,  October  16,  1975. 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  U  &  EN]  S 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


gA-N  SgAJ«4CJtSCp 
PUBLIC  Ll^rtARY 


^  MINUTES 

Thursday,  September  18,  1975 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


The  meeting  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  was  called  to  order  at  2:30  P.M. 

Members  Present:  Eddie  Moriguchi,  Chairman 

Captain  Stanley  Davey 
David  Aldape 

Wesley  Slade,  Executive  Secretary 
Members  Absent:  Essie  Webb 

Representatives :  Lillian  Johns,  Women  in  Housing 

Staff  Present:  Serena  Ventura 

Order  of  Business: 

The  Board  members  passed  a  motion  that  Mr.  Eddie  Moriguchi  should  act 
as  Chairman  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  for  the  unexpired  term  of 
Mr.  Percy  Steele.  / 

The  Board  acknowledged  the  presence  of  Mr.  David  Aldape,  a  new  member, 
to  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board. 

Captain  Davey  mentioned  he  might  be  resigning  from  his  permanent  position 
as  well  as  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  in  the  near  future. 

The  by-laws  were  approved  and  adopted  with  some  slight  alterations. 

The  following  actions  were  accepted  by  the  Board  concerning  the  following 
claimants . 

Clarence  Ewell  would  be  contacted  to  inform  him  that  if  he  can  prove  by 
documentation  his  residincy  at  the  address  in  question  he  may  request 
a  Preference  Certificate. 
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Pamela  M.  Ross,  attorney  for  Lodie  Harris,  would  be  contacted  to  insure 
that  the  recommendation  forwarded  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  had 
been  related  to  said  client,  Lodie  Harris. 

Walter  Corbin  would  be  contacted  to  schedule  a  hearing  by  the  Relocation 
Appeals  Board  if  he  still  wished  to  pursue  his  grievance. 

It  was  recommended  that  the  Board  would  be  notified  as  to  the  developments 
concerning  the  above  claimants  at  the  next  Board  Meeting  on  October  16,  1975. 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
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Tuesday,  March  16,  1982 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


Members  Present: 


Members  Absent: 


Representatives : 


MINUTES 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

JUN  1  0  198? 


pusue  UBHWIY 


Eddie  Moriguchi 
Roger  Bernhardt 
Percy  Steele,  Jr. 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 

Essie  Webb 
Jess  Carrillo 

John  Friedman,  Redevelopment  Assistant  Deputy 

Director  Central  Relocation  Services 
Blondine  Gulley,  Supervisor  Residents  Services 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Attorney  Bernhardt  at  8:30  a.m. 
It  was  motion  and  seconded  that  the  minutes  be  approved. 
Secretary's  Report: 

Secretaiy,  Mr.  Davis,  reported  that  there  was  a  hearing  schedule  for  9:00  a.m. 
for  Mr.  Wilder  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff.  He  informed  members  about 
the  case. 

Old  Business: 

Attorney  Bernhardt  was  to  be  sworn  in  on  March  24,  Mr.  Steele  tentatively 
on  April  7,  1982. 

New  Business:    Mr.  Mark  Wilder 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  Mr.  Sylvester  Wilder  occupied  a  unit  at  1400  Eddy  St. 
He  stated  that  Maik  Wilder* s  father  died  in  1981.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that 
under  the  provision  of  the  uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970,  a  claimant  must 
provide  acceptable  proof  that  he  was  a  resident  of  property  acquired  by  the 
Agency  during  the  90  day  period  prior  to  the  date  the  agency  initiated 
negotiations  to  purchase  the  property. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  Mark  Wilder  want  to  rent  the  unit  after  his  father 
died.  Mr.  Friedman  also  stated  that  Mr.  .Wilder  was  eligible  for  moving  benefits 
He  stated  that  he  received  a  claim  stating  tnat  fact.  « 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  to  be  eligible  for  a  replacement  housing  payment 
claim  of  up  to  $4,000.00,  Mr.  Wilder  would  have  to  be  living  in  the  housing 
for  90  days.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  Mr.  Wilder* s  qualifying  period  was 
from  November  29,  1978  to  February  27,  1979. 


Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that  she  and  Mr.  Friedman  met  with  Mr.  Wilder  to  discuss 
eligibility  for  relocation  benefits.  Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that  Mr.  Wilder  was 
told  that  he  needed  firm  proof  of  a  legal  document  of  occupancy  of  the  unit 
at  a  time  when  he  would  qualify  for  benefits,  specifically  evidence  that  he 
lived  at  1400  Eddy  Street  during  the  90  day  period  immediately  prior  to  ION. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  what  Mrs.  Gulley  stated  was  not  true.  He  stated  that  he 
was  told  by  Mr.  Roberson  that  he  was  eligible  for  relocation  benefits. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  situation  is  whether  he  lived  at  1400  Eddy  St., 
for  90  days. 

Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that,  that  was  the  specific  question. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  the  site  occupancy  card  states  that  his  name  would 
be  on  the  card  as  if  he  was  a  tenant. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  who  filled  the  occupancy  card  out. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  Mr.  Roberson,  who  is  a  representative  of  the  Agency 
filled  the  form  out. 

Mr.  Gulley  stated  that  when  the  Agency  requires  a  document  of  legal  residence 
one  has  to  go  out  and  see  the  place  and  see  that  everything  is  alright  and 
to  see  who  is  living  there. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  on  the  site  occupancy  card  it  shows  his  name. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  read  a  letter  from  the  dentist  that  said  that  Mr.  Wilder  was 
living  at  the  Eddy  Street  address. 

Mr.  Wilder  asked  if  it  wasn't  true  if  you  relocated  you  could  have  as  many 
bedroom  as  you  wanted.  Mr.  Wilder  also  stated  that  Mrs.  Yoakum  requested  a 
two  bedroom  for  him 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  the  square  footage  of  the  rental  unit. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  it  was  approximately  137  square  feet  which  was  a 
1  bedroom  unit. 

Mr.  Wilder  called  attention  to  a  letter  from  his  doctor.    Mr.  Bernhardt  asked 
Mr.  Wilder  if  this  was  the  letter  that  he  furnished  to  Mrs.  Yoakum. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  yes,  that  she  was  the  one  that  notified  him  of  the  relocation 
benefits. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  there  was  a  meeting  with  Mrs.  Gulley  and  Mr.  Friedman  asking 
him  to  make  a  decision  and  he  asked  was  he  eligible  and  Mrs.  Gulley  stated 
that  he  was  if  he  could  bring  a  letter  from  his  mother  stating  that  he  lived 
with  Sylvester  Wilder  at  the  time  indicated. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  was  the  year  in  1978  did  Mr.  Wilder  stay  with 
his  father  *  * 
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Mr.  Wilder  came  in  with  a  paper  from  his  job  that  showed  that  he  was  employed 
by  the  Department  of  Health  Education  §  Welfare,  while  attending  San  Francisco 
State  University. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  it  showed  that  he  lived  on  Eddy  Street 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  no.  Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  Mr.  Wilder  asked  Mrs. 

Culley  about  the  decision. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  he  did.  Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  Mr.  Friedman  asked  if  he 
could  bring  a  letter  from  his  mother  a  day  after  and  it  would  show  the  address  of 
his  father. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  a  letter  was  broght  in  the  next  day  to  Mrs.  Gulley, 
it  was  verification  from  Mr.  Wilders  mother  that  stated  that  Mark  Wilder  was 
living  with  his  father  at  the  time  indicated. 

Mr.  Friedman  also  stated  that  Mr.  Wilder  stayed  with  his  father  in  1976. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  he  saw  on  the  form  that  he  moved  in  with  his  father 
in  1976. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  they  received  from  the  Department  of  Health  §  Human  Service 
indicating  their  recores  show  Mr.  Wilder  was  living  at  45  Rosie  Lee  Lane  in 
December  30,  1971. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  read  a  letter  from  Mr.  Wilder' s  dentist  stating  that  Mark  lived 
at  1400  Eddy  Street  in  1978.  Mr.  Friedman  indicated  that  on  the  income  tax 
form  that  it  showed  that  Mark  Wilder  was  a  dependent  and  that  his  father  was 
unmarried  and  head  of  household. 

Mr.  Morguchi  stated  that  the  tax    form  show  that  Mark  lived  there. 

Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that  it  also  showed  other  dependents. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  read  off  the  form  of  the  Basic  Education  Opportunity  Grant. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  he  signed  this  form  January  21,  1980.  He  also  stated 
that  he  filled  it  out  before  September,  1979. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  the  application  stated  that  he  lived  with  his  father 
for  six  or  eight  weeks. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  the  minimum  number  of  weeks  Mr.  Wilder  would  have 
lived  with  his  father. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  what  they  were  looking  for  was  the  time  in  November,  1978. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  referred  to  a  letter  dated  February  4,  1982  which  was  written 
by  Patricia  Branch. 

Mr.  Steele  asked  was  the  vageness  of  that  letter  the  reason  for  asking  for 
it  by  Mr.  Friedman.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  he  asked  Mr.  Wilder  for  this 
letter. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  read  off  the  Verification  of  rental  document. 
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Mr.  Bernhardt  also  wanted  to  know  if  Mark  Wilder  was  filling  out  income  tax 
forms.  Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  his  father  was  the  one  who  filedclfor  income  tax. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  referred  to  a  letter  from  the  Agency  to  Mark  Wilder  from  Mr. 
Friedman  stating  that  they  need  further  proof  from  him. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  also  referred  to  a  form  that  was  for  a  rent  reduction  dated 
April  20,  1981. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  it  was  a  document  that  is  completed  by  the  staff, 

and  it  is  to  charge  a  percentage  of  the  tenant's  income.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that 

Mr.  Sylvester  Wilder  was  ill  at  the  time  and  he  wanted  his  rent  lowered. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  when  Mark  Wilder  moved.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that 
Mark  moved  in  November,  1981. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  the  Agency  was  relying  on  $16  in  part.  Mr.  Friedman 
stated  that  at  the  time  that  Mark  Wilder  signed  the  form  he  knew  he  was  not 
eligible  for  benefits.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  Mark  Wilder  was  a  re-rental 
tenant  on  January,  1981. 

Mrs.  Gulley  stated  housing  management  had  no  need  in  telling  Mr.  Wilder  what 
they  did.  She  stated  Mark  should  have  had  better  counciling  than  what  he  had. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  referred  to  a  form  of  Notice  to  vacate.  Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that 
shortly  ater  Mr.  Wilder' s  death  Mork  was  asked  to  vacate. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  referred  to  the  site  occupant  record.  Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to 
know  if  this  form  indicated  anything.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  it  tells 
basically  who  is  head  of  household. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  it  was  important  to  know  how  many  people 
were  living  there.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  know  one  has  the  answer. 
Mr.  Friedman  also  stated  that  on  June  11,  1981  Mr.  Roberson  requested  that 
Mark  Wilder  be  a  re -rental  tenant  at  1400  Eddy  Street.  Mr.  Friedman  said 
that  he  did  know  why  there  was  conflicting  statements  and  there  was  never 
an^answer  and  that  it  dated  back  to  occupancy  and  not  to  ION. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  why  on  the  Chronology  of  December  15,  1981  it 
was  asked  to  hold  up  the  signing  of  the  release  of  confidential  information/ 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  the  reason  he  asked  to  holup  on  the  release  of  confidental 
information  was  because  Mr.  Friedman  was  not  there  that  day. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  the  document  that  Mr.  Wilder  had  gone  to  the  dentist 
it  was  six  months  to  soon.  Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  1978  was  the  date  that 
he  was  looking  for. 

Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that  November  29,  1978  through  February  27,  1979  would  be 
the  date  that  they  would  be  looking  for. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  referred  to  a  form  dated  February  15,  1980" where  Mr.  Sylvester 
Wilder  was  requesting  a  two  bedroom  unit  a  year  after.      *  , 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  if  he  was  eligible  for  a  claim  why  have  him  sign  the 
form. 
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Mrs.  Gulley  stated  that  based  on  the  information  that  she  received  that  she 
read  that  said  Mr.  Wilder  was  eligible  for  benefits. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  that  Mrs.  Yoakum  phoned  him  and  told  him  about  the  benefits 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.  Wilder  could  he  produce  any  more  documents. 

Mr.  Wilder  stated  why  did  Mrs.  Yoakum  call  him  and  say  he  was  eligible. . 
What  Mrs.  Yoakum  said  was  that  if  he  brought  in  the  documents  he  would  be 
eligible.  Mr.  Wilder  stated  he  did  not  receive  a  form  letter  and  did  not  receive 
a  letter  for  a  time  later. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  to  Mr.  Wilder  that  he  should  understand  that  the  Board 
does  not  order  the  Agency  to  pay  the  claim,  but  could  only  recommend  that  the 
agency  pay. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  what  benefits  Mr.  Wilder  should  have  gotten 
and  did  get. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  he  would  have  gotten  the  moving  benefits  which  he  did. 

Mr.  Steele  recommend  that  he  thought  Mr.  Wilder  should  be  eligible  for 
his  benefits. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  and  Mr.  Bernhardt  agreed. 
Adjournment  to  next  meeting,  June  15,  1982. 


RESOLUTION  ADOPTING  FINDING  OF  THE 
RELOCATION  APPEALS  EOARD 
Hearing  March  16,  1982 
Re:  Mr.  Mark  Wilder 


KKEREAS,  Mr.  Mark  Wilder  of  631  Capp  Street  «f  <rnri  r 

properly  petitioned  the  Relocation  v°L, ™ c F^isco,  California 

of  San  Francisco  to  review  his  files      th\     I    °£-thfi  Clty  ^d  Co^ 
Central  office  and  A-2  Area  office    i£  ordf^n^^^-  ^^^^^t  Agency 
denied  his  claim  for  Replaced ^cn^t^t^T^     7  AgenCy 
KHEREAS,  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  of  th*  n+v     a  r 

on  March  16,  1982  re viewSl  tte  files,  afoS  wi^^S"7  °5  ^  FranCiSC° 
Acmimstrator,  Mr.  John  Frieda  and  mS GuS^aS 

^tiJ^STg^  rllocSi^15?  »™  Agency  had 
the  provisions  of  thfSfaS  M    S  SS^WtS  ^  ^ 
acceptable  proof  that. he  was  a  residen?  o F  IhJ        1  *  clainnnt  mist  provide 
during  the  90  day  period  prior  to  da  ftL  I^&S^  b^  Agency 
purchase  the  property,  and  ^ge^cy  initiated  negotiations  to 

^Xe^n?g^^^  «  -  -Uication  of  residence  - 

in  question  November,  1978  to  February,  1979, tnd  5  dUPing  ^  Period 

V.HEREAS,  these  document  are  as  follows: 

1.  Dental  Record 

2.  Income  Tax  Return  (father) 

3.  Mother's  Notorized  Letter 

4.  Student  Eligibility  Report 

5.  Site  Occupancy  Record  $  Staff  Memo 

Board  ^^vSS/L'el^bf? SVf  ^  San  Franci5C0  tel0"ti-  Appeals 
it  further    .  "  e^gible  for  a  Replacement  Housing  Payment,  and  be 
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RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
Tuesday  May  18,  1982 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 

MINUTES 

DOCUMENTS  D£PT. 

Members  Present:  Eddie  Moriguchi  JUN  1 0  1982 

Roger  Bernhardt 

Percy  Steele,  Jr.       g&N  FRANGi^© 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Member  Absent:  Essie  Webb 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Attorney  Bernhardt  at  8:30  a.m. 
It  was  motion  and  seconded  that  the  minutes  be  approved. 
Secretary's  Report: 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  there  was  no  board  meeting  for  the  month  April 
however,  the  result  of  the  meeting  of  March,  1982  and  the  hearing 
concerning  Mr.  Mark  Wilder  vs  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Mr.  Davis  referred  to  the  attached  resolution.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the 
resolution  and  the  recommendation  was  accepted  by  the  Agency  and  that 
Mr.  Wilder  received  his  relocation  benefits.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
Mr.  Wilder  requested  another  hearing  concerning  the  Agency  because  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  required  that  Mr.  Wilder  pay  the  back  rent  that  was 
owed  by  his  deceased  father  in  the  amount  of  $615.00. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  had  already  requested  an  administrative  review 
with  the  Director,  Mr.  Earl  Mills  and  if  it  cannot  be  resolved  then  the 
case  will  be  heard  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  June. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  conflict  of  Interest  Statement  should  be  completed 
and  put  in  the  files.    Mr.  Davis  reported  as  Secretary,  a  copy  of  his 
conflict  of  interest  statement  has  been  filed  with  the  Mayor  and  also  with 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Mr.  Davis  brought  the  board  up  to  date  concerning  a  request  that  was  made 
over  a  year  ago  concerning  permanent  classification  or  status  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Relocation  Appeals.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Mr.  Ray  Sullivan 
has  requested  through  the  Manager  of  Civil  Service  the  correct  procedure 
in  appointing  one  to  full  status  as  a  city  employee. 


Mr.  Davis  stated  to  the  board  that  at  2:00  p.m.,  May  18,  he  would  be  meeting 
with  the  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  Housing  to  review  the 
activities  of  the  Board.  He  referred  to  information  submitted. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  due  to  the  increasing  number  of  fires  and  also  the 
increase  in  rent,  sometime  in  the  near  future  he  will  have  to  request  a 
supplementary  to  the  budget  that  has  already  been  approved  for  year  1982-1983. 

Old  Business: 

Mr.  Davis  reported  to  the  Board  again  that  Mr.  Wilder  paid  $615.00  of  his 
total  benefits,  he  thought  he  had  to  pay  this  when  he  got  his  benefits. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  received  a  call  from  John  Friedman,  and  Mr.  Friedman 
stated  that  Redevelopment  would  reimburse  Mr.  Wilder  his  $615.00. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  about  his  original  claim. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Mr.  Wilder  had  some  indebtness.  Mr.  Wilder  had 
to  pay  back  what  his  father  owed.  Mr.  Davis  also  stated  that  Mr.  Wilder 
had  to  pay  back  his  portion  of  back  rent. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  put  in  a  permanent  classification  request  to 
Bill  Walsh  and  that  Mr.  Walsh  would  tell  him  the  procedure  to  go  through. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  if  Mr.  Davis  was  getting  any  benefits  and  did 
they  make  a  request  to  the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  made  a  requested  to  Rudy  Nothenberg  and  Rudy 
requested  Gwen  to  handle  it.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  were  working  on 
it.. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  was  meeting  with  the  Board  of  Supervisor  on  the 
afternoon  of  May  18,  regarding  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  what  the  purpose  of  the  meeting.  Mr.  Davis  stated 
that  it  was  about  the  activities  and  functions  of  the  Board. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  should  another  Board  member  be  there.  Mr.  Davis  stated 
that  Mrs.  Webb  was  suppose  to  be  there,  but  she  was  passing  out  lunches. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  would  like  to  submitt  a  requested  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  "see  if  the  Board  could  receive  their  $15.00  without 
a  voucher  or  a  receipt. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  if  the  public  was  aware  of  what  the  Board  was 
all  about. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  Health  Department  goes  in  a  close  down  building 
and  then  the  Board  can  go  in  and  hear  the  case. 

Mr.  Davis  asked  Mr.  Steele  or  Mr.  Moriguchi  if  they  were  free  to  go  to 
the  meeting  with  him. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  would  be  there  that  afternoon. 
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Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  wanted  to  know  about  the  membership  of  the  Board. 
Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Jess  Carrillo  was  no  longer  a  member.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  the  Mayor  wanted  an  Oriental  or  Spanish.  Mr.  Davis  asked  the 
Board  to  submitt  anyone  they  would  like  to  be  on  the  Board. 

Mr.  Davis  asked  Mr.  Steele  if  he  had  been  sworn  in.  Mr.  Steele  Stated  no. 

Communication:  Received  certificates,  also  to  be  on  Calender  at  2:00  p.m. 

Good  and  Welfare:  None 

Adjournment  to  next  meeting,  June  15,  1982. 
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RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Tuesday  June  15,  1982 
450  McAllister  Street  -  Sixth  Floor  Conference  Room 


Members: 
Mrs.  Essie  Webb.  Chairperson 

Mr  Roger  Bernhardt.  C3-Ch<tirman 
Mr  J^ss  M.  Carnllo 
Mr  Ed  Morigixhi 
Mr.  Percy  H.  Steele.  Jr. 


Secretary:  Lovell  E.  Davis 


AGENDA 


I.  Meeting  Called  to  Order 

II.  Approval  of  Minutes 

III.  Secretary's  Report 

IV.  Old  Business 

V.  New  Business 

VI .  Communication 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  next  meeting,  July  20,  1982 
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RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 

Tuesday  September  21,  1982 
100  Larkin  Street  -  Conference  Room 
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Members: 
Mrs.  Essie  Webb,  Chairperson 
Mr  Roger  Bernhardt.  Co-Chairman 
Mr  Jess  M  Carrillo 
Mr  Ed  Moriguchi 
Mr.  Percy  H  Steele.  Jr 

Secretary:  Lovell  E.  Davs 


^  AGENDA 

I.  Meeting  Called  to  Order 

II.  Approval  of  Minutes 

III.  Secretary's  Report 

IV.  Old  Business 

V.  New  Business 

VI.  Communication 

VII.  Good  and  Welfare 

VIII.  Adjournment  to  next  meeting,  October  19,  1982 
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Circosta  Iron  §  Metal  Company 


RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD  MEETING 
Tuesday,  September  21,  1982 
100  Larkin  Street  -  Conference  Room 


Meeting  called  to  order  at  9:05  a.m.  by  the  Vice  Chairman,  Mr.  Roger  Bernhardt. 
Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  he  would  not  go  strickly  by  the  Agenda  and  would  go  directly 
to  the  New  Business  which  was  a  hearing  on  the  Circosta  Iron  §  Metal  Company. 

The  Board  members  were  introduced.  Present  was  Mr.  Bernhardt,  Mr.  Steele  and 
Mr.  Moriguchi.  Chairperson  Mrs.  Essie  Webb  had  called  in  and  would  be  late  and 
Mr.  Davis,  Secretary. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  requested  that  someone  from  the  group  representing  the  Circosta 
Iron  §  Metal  Company  introduce  those  present. 

Mr.  A.  Matthew  Raggio,  an  associated  attorney  of  Campagnoli  §  Csmpagnoli  Law 
Firm,  who  is  handling  the  legal  matter  of  Circosta  Iron  §  Metal  Company 
introduced  himself.  Then  in  the  following  order  the  others  were  introduced. 

Mr.  Nick  Circosta,  President  of  Circosta  Iron  §  Metal  Company. 

Mr.  Ray  Calloway  -  General  Forman,  and  has  been  with  the  Company  for  35  years. 

Mr.  Haskell  Berry  Jr. ,  Real  Estate  Appraiser  and  a  member  of  the  American 
Institute  of  Real  Estate  Appraiser. 

Attorney  Fred  Campagnoli  Jr.,  representing  his  father,  Mr.  Campagnoli  Sr., 
who  had  a  mild  set  back  and  was  in  the  hospital. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  requested  Central  Relocation  Service  to  introduce  themself . 
Mr.  John  Friedman  -  Assistant  Director  of  Central  Relocation  Services 
Mr.  Dave  Aldrich  -  Supervisor  of  Business  Service 

Mr.  Barrett,  Deputy  City  Attorney  and  his  assistant,  Mr.  Jack  Pizza  -  City 
Attorney. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  may  have  to  leave  at  10:00  or  10:15  and  he  wanted 
to  hear  from  other  parties  and  what  their  time  range  was. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  talked  to  Mr.  Davis  before  the  meeting  and  Mr.  Davis 
suggested  that  the  matter  of  request  for  compensation  for  the  ruling  of  machinery 
from  the  Parcel  Property  owned  by  the  Santa  Fe  Land  Improvement  Company  will  at 
the  request  of  the  Board  be  deferred  for  further  investigation  by  the  staff. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  if  it  was  indeed  true  then  he  would  not  take  up  those 
matters  at  that  time.  But  if  the  Board  is  going  to  make  that  recommendation, 
he  would  request  that  first  of  all,  that  the  Board  retain  jurisdiction  over 
their  appeal  which  they  believe  include  that  aspect  of  the  claim  and  secondly 
that  the  Board  place  some  time  limitation  on  the  investigation  that  the  Agency 
should  make  and  that  they  would  be  more  than  happy  to  cooperate  in  preparing 
the  information  that  he  mentioned  in  the  memorandum. 
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Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  had  no  understanding  why  that  matter  was  never 
investigated  by  the  Agency. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  to  Mr.  Raggio  that  the  question  of  compensation  for  the 
removal  of  scrap  be  posponed,  but  the  Board  retain  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  only  as  to  the  Parcel  of  Land  which  was  owned  by  the  Santa 

Fe  Improvement  Company  on  which  the  Circosta  Co-operation  had  a  tenancy  interest. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  was  ready  to  proceed  on  all  the  matters. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  as  for  as  the  By-laws  of  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board, 
that  the  Board  could  only  proceed  on  matters  that  had  been  received  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  or  any  Agency  and  have  a  dispute  about.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  the  reason  that  he  suggested  that  they  hear  the  matter,  only 
the  portion  that  they  had  paid  the  $120,000.00  and  their  claim  of  $337,000.00 
is  that  it  has  been  proceeded  with  and  that  the  client  has  a  complaint  on  it, 
and  the  other  matter  he  didn't  have  any  thing  on  it.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  did 
some  research  in  the  records  and  there  wasn't  anything  in  there  that  Mr.  Raggio 
was  speaking  of. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  disagreed  with  Mr.  Davis'  statement,  that  his  claim  of 
$600,000.00  does  include  that  aspect  of  that  claim.  He  stated  that  the  fact 
that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  did  not  inquire  or  ask  for  a  breakdown  was  not 
understandable  to  him  and  he  could  not  offer  any  explanation. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  it  would  be  easier  for  the  client  to  bifurcate 
the  hearing  as  suggested. 

Mr.  Barrett  suggested  that  one  way  would  be  to  segregate  out  the  scrap  from 
the  San  Francis colLand  Improvement  Company  and  if  that  was  an  agreeable 
arrangement  then  they  could  set  another  date  for  a  hearing  on  that. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  had  no  objection  with  that,  that  he  concurred  with 
what  Mr.  Davis  mention  and  he  spoke  to  Mr.  Aldrich  and  Mr.  Friedman  and  they 
suggested  that  was  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.  Barrett  if  that  was  alright  with  him  and  Mr.  Barrett 
stated  yes. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  if  we  say,  that  all  matters  relating  to  Compensation 
for  the  removal  of  scrap  from  San  Francisco  Land  Improvement  Company  is  not 
for  today  then  could  he  find  out  what  the  parties  expect  to  do  today  and  how 
much  time  they  will  take. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  they  not  go  ahead  as  suggested,  but  that  the  Board 
reclaim  jurisdiction  of  this  appeal  and  also  that  the  Board  set  a  time  limit 
whereby  the  Agency  would  make  an  investigation  and  come  to  them  with  a  proposal 
and  see  if  it's  agreeable  and  see  if  there  is  a  necessity  to  have  a  further 
appeal. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  there  were  any  objections  to  the  proposed  time. 

Mr.  Barrett  stated  that  there  was  no  objections. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.  Raggio  if  he  wanted  to  propose  a  time. 
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Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  would  like  it  as  soon  as  possible  and  he  stated  they 
could  supply  all  the  information. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  if  30  days  would  be  okey. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  would  be  fine.  Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  parties 
have  stipulated  for  the  compensation  for  the  removal  of  scrap  from  the  Santa 
Fe  Improvement  Company  is  posponed,  but  the  Board  was  retaining  jurisdiction  over 
the  matter  and  it  was  expected  that  the  Redevelopment  would  complete  the 
report  within  30  days. 

Mr.  Barrett  stated  that  they  had  no  documentation  relative  to  the  claim  on 
Santa  Fe  other  than  in  the  claim  form  that  was  a  request  for  a  payment  of 
$600,000.00.  Mr.  Barrett  stated  that  there  was  no  documentation  to  support 
their  claim.  He  stated  that  he  would  like  an  order  of  the  Board  to  require 
that  Central  Relocation  present  them  with  the  necessary  documentation  within 
10  day  so  it  would  give  Mr.  Aldrich  an  opportunity  to  get  the  evaluation. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  that  would  be  fine.  He  also  stated  that  he  mentioned 
to  Mr.  Friedman  and  Mr.  Aldrich  that  he  would  give  them  all  the  documentation 
that  day. 

Mr,  Bernhardt  stated  that  it  would  take  10  days  for  the  claimant  to  submit 
their  claim  and  20  days  for  Redevelopment  to  respond. 

Mr.  Aldrich  stated  that  Redevelopment  is  not  involved  in  the  action,  it  was 
the  Central  Relocation  Services  which  acts  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  in 
all  displacement  and  relocation.  Mr.  Aldrich  stated  that  it  was  a  matter  of 
coincidence  that  Central  Relocation  Service  is  housed  in  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  Redevelopment  staff  are  assigned  to  Central  Relocation  Services. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  what  the  claimant  plan  to  do  today  at  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  two  remaining  issues  are  respects  to  the  move  that 
involved  gates  4  and  5.  He  stated  he  could  present  a  lot  of  evidence.  He  also 
stated  he  wanted  the  Board  to  understand  that  it  is  not  a  junk  yard  and  was 
the  nature  of  a  scrap  iron  business. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  didn't  want  Mr.  Raggio  to  make  his  argument,  he 
just  wanted  to  know  the  time  limit. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  wanted  to  make  an  opening  statement  that  Mr.  Berry 
had  been  working  on  the  case  for  six  years  and  that  he  was  familiar  with 
every  aspect  of  the  case  and  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  would  at  least  like  a 
couple  of  hours  to  present  the  case. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  Agency  is  basing  their  entire  amount  of  compensation 
on  appraisal  report,  and  if  the  report  was  read  there  would  be  no  basis  for 
making  a  determination  on  the  report.  He  said  he  thought  his  evidence  woiild  be 
quite  clear  and  that  the  agency  wouldn't  have  any  tiling  to  back  it  up  with. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.  Barrett  what  he  thought  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Barrett  stated  that  if  Mr.  Raggio  wanted  two  hours  to  present  his  case,  they 
would  need  double  that  because  of  examination  presentation.  He  stated  that  it 
would  probably  be  a  day  or  a  day-and-a-half .  Mr.  Barrett  stated  to  Mr.  Bernhardt 
that  he  didn't  know  if  he  wanted  to  put  the  hearing  over  for  30  days  and  have 
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the  issues  for  Gate  4  and  5  heard  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  they  have  been  trying  to  get  money  from  the  Agency  for 
years.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Campagnoli  was  in  contact  with  Mr.  Aldrich  all  the  time. 
Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  didn't  think  Mr.  Barrett  had  any  testimony  at  all.  He 
stated  let  Mr.  Barrett  make  a  representation  that  he  had  testimony. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  either  side  had  any  idea  for  further  dividing  the 
hearing  so  that  it  doesn't  have  to  go  in  one  segment. 

Mr.  Reggio  stated  that  he  was  really  prepared.  He  stated  that  he  had  information 
and  once  they  present  it,  it  would  be  quite  clear. 

Mrs.  V'ebb  came  in  and  Mr.  Eemhardt  explained  to  her  what  was  going  on. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  was  satisfied  that  his  testimony  was  quite  conclusive. 
He  stated  that  he  didn't  know  if  Mr.  Aldrich  had  anything  other  than  Mr.  Nowicki 
appraisal.  He  stated  that  it  doesn't  appear  in  the  files. 

Mr.  Friedman  geared  a  question  toward  Mr.  Raggio  which  implied  that  Mr.  Nowicki 's 
appraisal  and  that  this  is  what  the  Agency  based  their  refusal  of  the  claim  on 
and  he  also  stated  to  Mr.  Raggio  if  he  had  something  to  dispute  the  claim. 

Mr.  Friedman  wanted  to  know  what  information  was  provided  to  Mr.  Aldrich  and 
Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  a  portion  of  the  information  was  given  and  that  the  tonage 
figures  were  given,  but  they  were  completely  disregarded. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  one  of  the  things  they  did  have  was  a  different  tonage 
figure  than  what  was  presented  earlier. 

Mr.  Friedman  stated  that  there  should  be  some  more  discussion  be  going  on  before 
the  hearing.  Mr.  Friedman  wanted  to  know  if  the  Board  could  meet  the  following 
Tuesday. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  wouldn't  be  available  until  the  next  month. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  did  not  understand  why  negiotation  never  went  on.  He 
stated  when  he  talked  to  Mr.  Campagnoli  he  was  told  that  the  money  was  suppose 
to  be  coming  and  it  was  never  found  out  what  the  money  was  for.  Mr.  Raggio  stated 
that  there  was  phone  calls  and  letters.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  if  it  was  the 
Board's  pleasure  that  the  matter  should  go  over  in  directing  the  parties  to 
negiotate,  if  they  would  direct  the  parties  to  negiotate  in  good  faith. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  would  go  along  with  the  Board  and  reset  the  hearing 
for  an  entire  days  hearing. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  he  would  like  to  comment  along  the  line,  that  he  has  been 
with  the  Board  since  its  inception.  That  it  never  had  a  formal  court  like  proceeding 
and  he  hoped  that  they  wouldn't  reduce  the  hearing  to  that  because  the  Board 
usually  have  each  side  give  its  case  and  then  questions  is  asked  to  one  another. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  he  hoped  that  the  hearing  would  be  as  informal  as  possible. 
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Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  since  she  came  in  and  was  listening  to  conversation,  she 
did  hear,  she  said  there  seemed  to  be  a  breakdown  in  communication  somewhere 
along  the  line  and  hopefully  that  Mr.  Friedman  and  the  others  could  get  together 
and  what  ever  dispute  there  was,  fet  that  ironed  out  and  maybe  the  Board  could 
give  a  fair  decision. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  in  regard  to  the  hearing,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Campagnoli 
requesting  information.  He  stated  the  reason  that  he  requested  the  information 
was  that  in  reviewing  the  files  the  material  was  never  there  that  they  had  an 
appraisal.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  Agency  went  out  and  got  what  they  thought 
was  the  value  of  that  property  and  they  paid  accordingly.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
no  where  did  he  see  a  rebuttable  against  the  Agency  not  paying. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  there  was  a  rebuttable  to  that  statement  insomuch  as  the 
tonage,  and  he  stated  the  other  information  was  never  requested.  He  stated  he 
didn't  no,  he  didn't  have  direct  communication.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  he  talked  to 
Mr.  Campagnoli  and  Mr.  Campagnoli  said  there  was  never  any  negiotation  between 
the  parties  regarding  the  breakdown  of  the  figures.  Mr.  Reggio  stated  the  reason 
he  didn't  submit  anything  is  that  he  wanted  to  get  before  the  Board  and  make  it 
clear  that  they  had  a  valid  claim  and  that  they  have  been  waiting  for  years  for 
the  money  and  it  doesn't  draw  interest. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  all  of  the  argument  be  in  his  opening  statement 
Mr.  Raggio  stated  sure. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  after  the  Board  set  another  date  tjiey,  Mr.  Raggio 
could  make  an  opening  statement  to  his  advocaries  to  hear  so  that  it  might 
make  a  settlement  a  little  bit  easier. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  would  be  happy  to  sit  the  the  advorceries  if  the 
Board  would  direct  him. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  Board  isn't  the  one  to  receive  a  valid  claim  it  is 
the  Agency  who  should  receive  the  valid  claim.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  if  they 
are  turned  down  with  that  valid  claim  then  the  Board  should  hear  the  case. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  he  would  put  the  matter  over  formally  until  9:00  a.m., 
October  19th  and  that  would  be  thirty  days. 

Board  adjourned  their  meeting  at  9:45  a.m.  and  left  representative  of  Circosta 
Iron  §  Metal  Company  and  Central  Relocation  along  with  Deputy  City  Attorney  to 
discuss  what  would  be  needed  and  when. 
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Members  Present: 


Roger  Bernhardt 

Eddie  Moriguchi 

Percy  Steele,  Jr. 

Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


Member  Absent 


Essie  Webb 


Representatives : 


John  Friedman,  Assistant  Director  of 
Central  Relocation  Services 


Dave  Aldrich,  Supervisor  of  Business  Services 


Mr.  Barrett,  Deputy  City  Attorney 

Mr.  Jack  Pizza,  Assistant  City  Attorney 

Mr.  Matthew  Raggio,  Associated  Attorney  of  Campagnoli  §  Campagnoli  Law  Firm 
Mr.  Nick  Circosta,  President  of  Circosta  Iron  §  Metal 
Mr.  Haskell  Berry,  Jr. ,  Real  Estate  Appraiser 

Mr.  Norman  Nowicki,  Appraiser  §  Mr.  Clarence  Neale,  Senior  Appraiser 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Attorney  Bernhardt  at  9:00  a.m. 
It  was  motion  and  seconded  that  the  minutes  be  approved. 
Secretary's  Report:  None 

Old  Business:    Circosta  Iron  §  Metal  Company 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  amount  that  has  been  estimated  by  Mr.  Circosta, 
Mr.  Galloway  and  Mr.  San.  Fellepo  as  being  located  at  gate  4  and  to  be  well 
within  those  perimeter  is  a  matter  of  fact  quite  low  based  on  that  type  of 
calculation.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  what  he  was  reporting  to  the  Board  with  respect 
to  gate  5  and  attached  to  Mr.  Berry's  appraisal  and  also  in  the  files  of 
Mr.  Aldrich  are  all  the  invoices  that  Mr.  Circosta  could  find  and  come  up  with 
and  they  do  confer  that  they  were  removed  from  the  gate  5  area.  The  1,671  tons 
that  the  claimant  said  was  sold. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  what  was  the  date  of  the  Berry's  evaluation.  Mr.  Berry  said 
as  of  December,  1978. 


Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  the  date  of  value  of  the  Norwicki  appraisal. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  November  22,  1978.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  wasn't  true  that 
October  13,  1978  was  the  date. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  know  the  quantity  of  material  that  Mr.  Berry  counted. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  gate  5  was  1,396  tons  of  loose  tin,  275  tons  of  coil 
and  gate  4  was  1,000  pipe  ends,  500  tons  of  shear  plates,  500  tons  of  machinery, 
500  tons  #2  bales  and  356  tons  of  loose  material. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  what  was  the  tonnage  that  Mr.  Nowicki  had. 

Mr.  Nowicki  stated  that  gate  5  had  350  tons  of  tin,  150  tons  of  coil  and  there 
were  175  tons  of  good  tin,  300  tons  of  bales  of  scrap  metal  and  200  bales  of 
scrap  metal.  Gate  4  there  were  4  large  pipe  ends  400  tons;  tin,  200  tons; 
miscellaneous,  200  tons;  tin,  350  tons,  another  350  tons  of  tin  for  a  total  of 
1,500  tons,  and  he  said  he  was  adding  201  which  was  a  contiguous  factor  and  that 
300  tons  was  added  and  it  was  said  it  added  up  to  1,800  tons,  but  it  doesn't  tell 
what  the  300  tons  was. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.  Berry  what  was  the  gross  tonnage  he  got. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  that  on  gate  5  1,671  tons  and  gate  4  2,856  tons. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  Mr.  Berry  had  4,500  tons  and  Mr.  Nowicki  has  about 
2,900  tons.  Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  from  Nowicki  what  was  the  lowest  price 
and  the  highest  price. 

Mr.  Nowicki  stated  that  the  lowest  price  was  based  on  loose  tin  at  $53.00  a 

ton  and  the  highest  price  was  based  upon  10  coils  to  be  sold  for  reuse  at  $188.00 

per  ton. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  that  $30.00  a  ton  for  the  lowest  and  the  highest  was  $45.00 
a  ton. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  to  each  person  that  they  took  the  estimate  and  appraisal 
and  date  of  value  and  seperated  the  date  by  1  to  2  months  and  the  quantity  was 
about  100%  apart  and  value  about  400%. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  in  reviewing  Mr.  Berry's  report  there  were  a  number  of 
attachements .  He  talked  of  a  draft  showing  how  dramatic  the  rise  in  the  metal 
prices  was  toward  the  end  of  1978  and  continuing  on  into  1979.  Mr.  Raggio  stated 
that  the  material  was  a  commodity  and  it  was  traded  as  such,  and  that's  the  way 
it's  bought  and  sold.  He  stated  it  is  bought  and  sold  and  stored  and  then  sold 
at  a  high  time  when  you  make  a  higher  profit.  He  said  that  you  would  see  within 
a  two  month  period  from  Mr.  Nowicki  date  of  value  there  was  a  substantial  increase 
in  figures. 

Mr.  Raggio  wanted  to  refer  to  the  Board  about  the  steel  scrap  report  which  was 
a  national  publication  which  was  attached  to  Mr.  Berry's  report  giving  the 
indication  of  which  prices  was  given  that  period  of  time  and  then  you  would 
see  actual  invoices  during  that  period  that  was  included  with  the  different  types 
of  materials  sold,  and  he  stated  that  Mr.  Berry  would  also  testify  that  in  the 
figures  that  was  mentioned  earlier  they  would  not  only  be  confirmed  by  other 
operators  but  demonstrate  the  figures  which  are  used,  are  below  which  they 
estimated  the  value  of  the  property  to  be.  Mr.  Raggio  wanted  to  go  briefly  into 
the  matter  of  gate  5  and  would  cover  for  a  moment  the  question  of  statue  of 
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limitation  and  point  out  the  citation  of  regulation  which  was  quite  clear,  and 
which  says  that  the  time  runs  when  or  the  date  when  the  displacing  agency  makes 
final  payment  of  all  cost  of  that  real  property,  whichever  is  a  later  date. 
Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  tenancy  interest  that  Mr.  Circosta  had  on  Santa  Fe  property 
was  ineffect  pertinent  to  his  operation  of  the  entire  scrap  metal  business.  He 
stated  with  respect  of  the  lease  he  stated  he  was  pointing  out  to  the  Board  that 
he  saw  the  lease,  but  the  lease  is  now  missing.  However,  they  had  been  assured  by 
Santa  Fe  that  it  was  in  Topeka  and  should  be  here  the  following  week.  Mr.  Raggio 
stated  that  they  sent  a  check  for  $150.00  to  take  it  out  of  the  files.  Mr.  Raggio 
stated  that  he  had  a  letter  in  evidence  that  clearly  states  that  they  were  in  the 
process  of  negiotation  and  Mr.  Circosta  simply  stay  in  possession  of  the  property 
and  continously  used  the  property  and  whether  he  did  with  permission  which  would 
make  him  a  tenancy  of  will,  or  whether  he  did  it  without  permission,  which  would 
make  him  a  tenancy  of  sufference,  in  either  event  it  would  make  Mr.  Circosta  have 
a  compensable  interest  in  the  property. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  with  respect  to  the  property  located  on  it,  it  was  easy 
to  determine  because  it  was  sold  for  scrap.  There  was  a  number  of  items  of 
equipment  that  was  attached  to  the  sheedy  estimate.  He  stated  that  the  sheedy 
estimate  limits  the  amount  of  compensation  to  which  Mr.  Circosta  is  entitled 
to  under  the  Santa  Fe  property.  He  stated  that  the  value  of  the  property  of  the 
inventory  which  was  on  the  Santa  Fe  property  was  extraordinary  high,  it  was 
$435,000.00  because  the  machinery  made  up  a  very  substantial  amount  of  it. 
He  stated  this  machinery  which  is  purchased  and  kept  there  and  used  and  sold  into 
scrap. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  number  that  was  given  was  the  inplace  value  that 
Mr.  Raggio  gave,  was  material  on  the  Santa  property. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  yes,  that  the  regulation  say  you  dont  get  the  value,  you  get 
the  moving  cost. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  why  wasnt  they  getting  the  moving  cost. 

Mr.  Raggio  said  that  sheedy  made  it  to  be  $82,094. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  what  was  Nowicki's  appraisal. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  never  made  an  appraisal. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  only  claim  that  they  had  on  the  Santa  Fe  property 
is  the  value  of  moving  of  material. 

Mr.  Raggio  said  yes,  he  could  only  make  that  claim  for  the  other  properties. 

Mr.  Raggio  thought  the  Agency's  way  of  calling  this  matter  have  little  or  no 
value  and  therefore  using  the  replacement  value  is  not  a  proper  approach  if  you 
take  there  figures  you  will  see  anywhere  in  between  the  amounts  in  which  sheedy 
had  estimated  the  $300,000.00  and  $150,000.00  amounts  and  the  amounts  they  show 
to  be  the  value  are  still  close  and  within  the  ballpark. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  felt  that  he  did  quite  an  inadequate  job  and  he  would 
like  to  have  questions  put  to  him. 

Mr.  Raggio  wanted  to  show  the  Board  some  photographs.  He  stated  that  on  the 
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pictures  was  some  of  the  coils  that  are  purchased  when  the  manufacture  make 
some  sort  of  error.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta  purchase  these  and  removes  the 
error  and  sell  it  as  used  material,  but  he  said  it  is  really  new  material. 
Mr.  Raggio  showed  two  pictures  of  the  material  Mr.  Circosta  had  to  move  before 
he  even  began  to  move  the  gate  4  area.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  final  picture 
showed  the  kind  of  material  that  was  in  the  gate  4  area. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  if  the  picture  does  show  the  exact  piles,  Mr.  Raggio 
stated  yes.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  in  closing  he  would  like  to  refer  to  the 
qualification  of  Mr.  Circosta  which  was  in  his  declaration  and  Mr.  Calloway 
who  is  the  forman,  and  who  has  been  there  since  1947  and  who  was  actively  engaged 
in  the  actual  operation  and  was  cooperative  with  the  agency. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  at  no  time  did  anyone  suggest  that  there  was  a  way 
Mr.  Circosta  could  better  estimate  the  amount  of  tonnage  of  the  gate.  He  stated 
that  the  gate  5  was  covered  in  the  actual  invoices  and  will  be  submitted  by 
Mr.  Aldrich. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  exhibit  1  which  was  a  letter  which  is  an  attachement, 
the  attachement  are  all  the  attachement  that  were  with  the  letter. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  that  was  the  appraisal. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  case  is  not  as  complex  as  Mr.  Raggio  claim  to  think. 
Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  there  were  three  basic  areas  of  concern  which  is  gate  4, 
which  is  the  access  road,  and  gate  5  which  is  the  spur  line  and  the  Santa  Fe 
parcel,  and  with  regard  to  each  of  those  is  the  type  of  material  that  was  there 
and  the  inplace  value  of  the  material  that  was  there,  and  the  quantity  and 
tonnage  that  was  there.  He  stated  that  the  problem  that  the  City  had  all  along 
was  the  insufficient  documentation  on  which  to  base  an  award.  He  stated  that 
Central  Relocation  Services  perform  a  function  for  the  City  wherein  they  help 
relocatees  and  compensate  them  adaquately  what  they  have  to  relocate.  He  stated 
in  order  to  do  this  they  must  have  proper  documentation  on  which  to  base  the 
award.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  Agency  can't  write  a  blank  check  so  to  speak 
on  whatever  Mr.  Circosta  said  he  had  up  there,  you  must  have  some  sort  of 
documentation.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  he  thought  it  would  be  helpful  if  he  went 
through  gate  4,  gate  5  and  Santa  Fe  and  itemize  exactly  what  documentation  was 
provided  by  the  City  and  what  documentation  was  provided  by  Mr.  Circosta,  with 
regard  to  gate  4  the  City  had  the  appraisal  done  by  Mr.  Norwicki  whi  is  the 
partner  of  appraisal  research  company,  who  associated  Mr.  Clarence  Neale 
strictly  because  Mr.  Neale  has  more  familiarity  with  appraising  scrap  metal. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  there  is  no  speciality  as  for  as  appraisers  go  for  scrap 
metal  appraisers.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Neale  is  an  expert  in  valuing  machinery  and 
equipment  which  is  the  closest  speciality  you're  going  to  ge  in  appraising  scrap 
metal . 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  Mr.  Nowicki  §  Mr.  Neale  went  out  to  the  yards  on  numerous 
occassions  to  view  the  site  and  made  an  estimate  based  on  what  they  saw,  and 
they  also  consulted  members  of  Mr.  Circosta' s  employees. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Circosta  representatives  should  go  through  the  Federal 
Regulations  to  determine  what  prices  they  were  trying  to  determine  as  for  as 
inplace  value.  He  stated  as  far  as  profit  is  concern  section  4.201-3  of  title 
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40  Federal  Regulations  say,  no  payment  will  be  made  under  this  sub  part  4  and 
under  sub  section  F  loss  of  profit,  and  if  he  would  go  to  what  is  compensable, 
he  would  go  to  title  464.203-2  the  allowable  reimbursement  for  the  expense  of 
removing  of  personal  property,  should  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  amount 
which  would  have  been  received  for  such  item  on  liquidation  and  the  cost  of 
replacing  the  same  with  the  comparable  item  available  on  the  market.  This  provision 
will  be  in  cases  of  moving  of  junk  yards,  stock  pile,  san  gravel,  minerals,  metal 
and  similiar  itesms  of  personal  property. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  what  was  the  difference  of  liquidation  cost  and  replace- 
ment cost. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  regulation  speaks  of  the  cost  of  replacing  the  same 
with  the  comparable  item  available  on  the  market.  He  stated  that  to  his  knowledge 
it  indicated  the  cost  that  Mr.  Circosta  would  have  to  pay  to  place  that  item  on 
the  market.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  this  is  not  the  same  price  that  Mr.  Circosta 
would  sell  it  for, if  it  was,  he  would  not  make  any  money  in  the  business.  He 
stated  that  he  has  been  provided  with  sells  invoices  of  Circosta  Iron  $  Metal 
showing  what  he  was  selling  it  for,  from  that  we  were  to  extract  that  price  and 
pay  him  that  price  per  pound.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  they  would  be  paying  him  a  price 
that  he  would  be  selling  that  would  have  a  built  in  profit  figure.  The  more 
relivant  price  figure  is  what  Mr.  Circosta  could  have  bought  that  junk  for.  So 
when  Mr.  Neale  was  out  there  they  asked  Ray  Galloway  what  would  be  a  good  price 
per  ton  for  the  value  of  the  scrap  metal  and  he  stated  that  Mr.  Galloway  stated 
approximately  $45.00. 

Mr.  Pizza  asked  someone  else  there  who  was  unloading  scrap  metal  there  what  they 
were  paying  per  ton.  They  stated  $45.00.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  they  called  a  firmin 
San  Jose,  a  similar  operation  to  Circosta  as  to  what  price  they  were  paying  in 
the  nature  of  $45.00.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta's  operation  does  not 
involve  nice  neat  piles  of  sheet  metal  here,  pipe  ends  there,  it's  all  mixed  up 
and  an  accurate  appraisal  is  not  possible  and  Mr.  Nowicki  mentioned  that  in  his 
report . 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  the  question  is  what  is  the  best  evidence  before  the  Board? 

He  stated  that  Mr.  Nowicki  and  Mr.  Neale  did  the  best  they  could.  He  said  he 

would  show  some  photographs  of  what  they  were  up  against.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that 

the  other  information  that  was  provided  to  us  from  Circosta  with  regards  to  gete  4,  was 

the  purchase  invoice  of  material,  and  through  these  purchase  invoices  they 

attempted  to  show  them  what  was  actually  stored  at  gate  4.  He  said  the  City  have 

absolutely  no  way  of  knowing  what  material  show  upon  the  purchase  invoices. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  gates  4  §  5  are  a  fraction  of  Mr.  Circosta1 s  property. 
The  material  that  was  covered  by  those  invoices  could  have  been  stored  anywhere 
on  the  property.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  if  you  asked  Mr.  Circosta,  he  would  have 
know  way  to  show  them  that  those  invoices  actually  applied  to  materila  that  went 
to  gate  4.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  they  got  some  type  of  formula  that  was  given  to  them 
by  their  accountant.  The  account  went  to  the  last  9  months  of  there  operation 
prior  to  the  move  of  gates  4  £  5  and  totaled  up  the  total  amount  of  tonnage  that 
was  moved,  divided  it  by  the  number  of  days  that  they  had  been  working  and  came 
up  with  the  figure  of  204  tons  a  day.  Then  he  multiplied  that  by  14  which  is  the 
number  of  days  that  it  took  to  move  gate  4  and  they  came  up  with  their  figures 
of  tonnage.  He  stated  for  the  City  to  accept  this  type  of  formula  and  making  a 
payment  is  totally  unacceptable  and  out  of  the  question. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  during  the  previous  9  months  were  they  working  the  same  hours? 
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Were  they  working  on  the  same  type  of  material,  were  they  losing  the  same  kind 
of  footing.  Mr.  Pizza  said  he  could  go  on  for  hours  about  the  variables. 

Mr.  Pizza  said  he  thought  that  the  formula  that  they  used  is  just  an  after  effect 
attempt  to  cover  themself  for  not  have  properly  documented  the  move.  Mr.  Pizza 
stated  that  he  also  had  Mr.  Berry's  appraisal  and  Mr.  Berry  indicated  to  them  that 
his  appraisal  which  is  dated  September  22,  1982  is  actually  made  on  December,  1978. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  quiz  Mr.  Berry  about  his 
appraisal  or  question  him  about  his  appraisal  however,  as  Mr.  Raggio  stated  there 
was  a  condemnation  suit  that  dealt  with  this  property.  Relocation  benefits  were 
a  part  of  the  original  claim  until  it  was  determined  that  they  didn't  have  the 
proper  form  in  which  to  seek  them.  When  Mr.  Berry  was  called  as  an  expert  in  the 
case  and  in  as  such  he  was  opposed  by  Mr.  Barrett  on  February  3,  1981.  Mr.  Berry 
had  his  deposition  taken  by  Mr.  Marrett,  Question:  Have  you  appraised  any 
relocation  cost  benefits  in  connection  with  this  appraisal.  Answer:  No.  Mr.  Pizza 
stated  that  Mr.  Berry  today  hold  out  his  report  as  an  appraisal  that  was  done  on 
December,  1978.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  in  his  opinion  he  soesn't  believe  that 
Mr.  Berry  was  out  at  the  site  in  December,  1978,    and  memorialized  in  writing  what 
he  saw,  if  he  did,  the  City  would  consider  that  compentent  evidence  and  clearly 
would  compare  with  Mr.  Nowicki's  appraisal  and  try  and  work  something  out. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  first  they  saw  of  Mr.  Berry's  appraisal  was  in  a  letter 
which  was  just  received  dated  September  22,  1982.  Mr.  Pizza  asked  Mr.  Berry  if 
he  appraised  any  relocation  cost  benefits  in  connection  with  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  yes.  He  made  the  appraisal  that  Mr.  Pizza  had.  Mr.  Pizza  wanted 
to  know  when  the  appraisal  was  made.  Mr.  Berry  stated  the  actual  writing  was 
after  the  meeting  of  September  21,  1982.  Mr.  Pizza  asked  Mr.  Berry  if  he  had 
personal  knowledge  of  what  was  stored  at  gates  4  §  5., Mr.  Berry  stated  that  he 
had  personal  knowledge  which  came  from  going  around  with  Mr.  Circosta  in  1978 
making  a  map  on  their  photos  and  overlay  of  all  the  types  of  various  material 
activities  going  on.  He  stated  he  had  notes  that  discuss  the  process. 

Mr.  Piza  asked  Mr.  Berry  why  his  appraisal  was  made  four  years  after  the  visit 
to  the  site.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that  originally  he  was  not  asked  to  make  that 
appraisal . 

Mr.  Pizza  asked  was  this  common  practice  in  the  appraisal  industry  that  the 
appraisal  is  made  four  years  after  a  visit  to  the  site.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that 
he  made  appraisals  as  of  the  value  date.  Mr.  Pizza  asked  if  this  a  common 
practice  in  a  case  such  as  this.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that  an  appraisal  can  be  made 
as  of  any  value  date  simply  by  referring  to  the  trail  that  will  support  the 
value  as  of  that  date.  It  it  was  real  estate  they  would  look  at  comperable  sale 
that  took  place  as  of  1978.  In  this  case  the  supporting  data  were  invoices  from 
Mr.  Circosta' s  firm  to  other  steel  companies  buying  steel,  not  to -the  public,  and 
by  references  to  indistry  guides  to  prices  at  1978  prices  and  the  conclusion  of 
value  while  the  work  was  done  in  1982,  the  prices  were  referred  and  the  support 
of  those -prices  were  the  1978  level  of  prices. 

Mr.  Pizza  asked  Mr.  Berry  did  he  personally  go  to  the  site  in  1978  and  memoralize 
in  witing  what  he  saw  there  as  far  as  tonnage  and  type  of  material,  and  the 
quantity  of  material  that  was  there.  Mr.  Berry  stated  not  the  quantity,  but  the 
type  of  material  that  was  there. 


-  6  - 


Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Berry's  quote,  unquote  appraisal  seem  to  him  to  be 
information  supplied  to  him  by  other  sources  and  his  interpretation  ot  that 
material.  Mr.'  Pizza  stated  that  the  label  of  an  appraisal,  like  the  labeling  of 
Mr.  Nowicki  reported  and  appraised  would  be  a  mischaracterize  of  what  Mr.  Berry 
would  provide  us  with. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  he  would  like  to  point  out  one  other  thing,  that  as  far  as 
the  declaration  was  concerned  it  says,  the  following  represents  the  quantity  of 
respect  of  material  in  replacement  value  of  this  material  as  in  San  Francisco. 
He  stated  that  the  first  thing  you  have  to  remember  is  the  date  of  the  declaration 
is  September  22,  1982.  He  said  once  again  they  were  faced  with  a  situation  where 
approximately  4  years  after  the  fact  the  estimate  is  being  made  in  writing. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Calloway  got  it  down  to  a  tonnage  figure  and  a  price 
per  ton  and  the  type  of  material,  so  they  are  to  assume  that  Mr.  Calloway 
remembers  4  years  after  the  fact,  exactly  what  was  there  type  wise  and  quantity 
wise.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta's  declaration  which  was  again  executed 
on  September  22,  1982,  4  years  after  the  fact,  he  stated  that  he  would  have  to 
assume  that  Mr.  Circosta  made  his  declaration  strictly  from  memory. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta's  figures  for  the  estimate  are  exactly  the 
same,  down  to  the  number  that  Mr.  Calloway  had  in  his  declaration.  Mr.  Pizza 
stated  they  are  exactly  the  same  figures  that  Mr.  Circosta  submitted  in  his  brief 
to  the  Board  in  the  last  meeting  of  September  21,  1982,  which  was  the  date  prior 
to  either  declaration.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  submitted  to  the  Board  that  even 
though  the  declaration  was  under  oath  that  from  3  different  sources,  that  the 
exact  same  figures  came  up  as  to  type  and  quantity  4  years  after  the  fact,  is 
simply  astounding.  He  said  the  City  cannot  justify  an  award  based  on  this  type 
of  evidence.  He  stated  that  it  is  4  years  old.  He  stated  that  you  have  to  realize 
what  he  is  being  supplied  by  Circosta  in  regards  to  gate  4  is  evidence  that  is 
coming  from  memory  4  years  after  the  fact. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  they  also  have  invoices  that  can't  be  traced.  The  City 
simply  have  to  have  documentation  from  which  they  can  base  an  award  on. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  on  the  gate  5  area  the  City  once  again  had  the  appraisal 
done  by  Mr.  Neale  and  Mr.  Nowicki.  Mr.  Pizza  wanted  Mr.  Nowicki  to  tell  is  his 
leisure  how  he  arrived  at  their  determination  of  what  was  there  and  prices  taken. 
Mr.  Pizza  asked  what  did  Circosta  provide  them  with?  What  he  provided  them  with 
was  in  regards  to  gate  5.  Circosta  sold  and  shipped  the  material  out  and  then 
they  asked  for  some  type  of  documentation  which  would  show  them  the  tonnage  figures 
on  what  was  shipped.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  Circosta  gave  them  a  stack  of  invoices  from 
trucking  companies  and  they  had  no  idea  how  they  related  to  gate  5  area.  Mr.  Pizza 
stated  they  held  a  meeting  with  Mr.  Raggio  and  they  gave  tham  a  formula  that  they 
felt  they  could  work  with.  Mr.  Raggio  said  he  had  never  hired  the  trucking  company 
before  and  if  they  hired  them  it  would  strictly  be  to  truck  the  material  out  of 
gate  5. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  accepted  that  representation,  then  asked  him  how  are  we  going 
to  take  from  the  trucking  invoices  the  amount  of  material  that  was  there  and  the 
type  of  material  that  was  there.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  you  simply  total  up  the 
poundage.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Aldrich  and  I  sat  down  and  did  total  up  the 
poundage  and  it  did  come  close  to  what  they  represent  was  taken  out.  He  stated 
the  problem  was  that  some  of  the  trucking  companies  made  their  invoices  based  on 
weight,  some  made  them  based  on  cost.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  knows  Mr.  Circosta  made 
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a  check  out  to  them  for  $300,00  and  $400.00.  He  stated  he  simply  don't  know  how 
much  poundage,  was  involved,  and  the  invoices  do  not  indicate  the  type  of  material. 
Mr.  Pizza  stated  as  for  as  dates  are  concerned  the  City  would  like  to  determine 
if  those  trucks  took  material  from  Circosta' s  yard  during  the  period  that  he  alledges 
they  moved  from  fate  5.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  only  dates  on  the  invoices  are 
check  dates  on  when  Mr.  Circosta  paid  the  trucking  company.  He  stated  some  of 
the  invoices  were  during  the  move,  some  were  a  month  after  the  move  and  some  were 
a  month  and  a  half  after  the  move.  Mr.  Pizza  said  how  do  they  know  those  invoices 
represent  material  that  was  moved  on  the  dates  that  gate  5  was  supposed  to  be 
moved.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta  asked  them  to  make  his  claim  for  him. 
Mr.  Circosta  supplied  them  with  documentation  and  not  givem  them  a  method  to  work 
with.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  burden  is  on  Mr.  Circosta  to  justify  his  claim 
to  Central  Relocation  Services. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  in  regards  to  Santa  Fe  property  that  the  City  feels  in  no  way, 
that  any  property  moved  from  the  Santa  Fe  property  is  compensable.  Mr.  Pizza 
stated  that  Mr.  Circosta  is  making  a  claim  for  approximately  $400,000.00  and 
they  haven't  even  seen  the  lease.  He  stated  they  would  like  to  examine  the 
provisions  of  the  lease  to  find  out  what  it  provides  as  for  as  a  hold  over. 
Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  thought  Mr.  Circosta  was  a  tenancy  of  sufferance  on  his 
property  and  although  them  the  case  and  said  that  a  tenancy  for  a  period  of  years 
is  a  legal  tenancy  for  relocation  benefits.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  felt  that  there 
wasn't  any  caselog  or  any  presedent  that  would  indicate  that  a  tenancy  in 
sufferance  is  entitled  to  relocation  benefits. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  as  far  as  the  statue  of  limitation  arguement,  clearly  this  claim 
was  thrown  in  after  the  fact,  and  the  first  they  ever  heard  of  it  was  when  the 
brief  was  filed  last  month  by  Mr.  Circosta.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  believed  it  was 
53  months  after  Mr.  Circosta  was  moved  off  of  the  Santa  Fe  Parcel  and  he  would 
rest  on  the  brief  of  that  one.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  City  can't  just  total 
up  invoices,  and  Mr.  Circosta  did  this,  and  make  an  award  based  on  that. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  what  Mr.  Circosta  provided  him  with  on  gate  4  is  totally 
unacceptable.  He  said  he  can  not  base  any  greater  award  then  they  have  already 
made  on  gate  4.  Mr.  Pizza  stated  in  regard  to  gate  5,  it's  possible  if  they  saw  more 
detail  invoices  and  got  some  dates,  some  adjustments  in  price  could  be  made. 
Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  he  did  not  know  how  much  at  the  time,  he  would  simply  need 
more  material. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  in  regard  to  Santa  Fe,  Central  Relocation  considers  Santa  Fe 
out  of  the  question  as  far  as  compensation.  He  stated  he  haven't  seen  a  lease 
on  it.  Even  if  they  were  to  see  a  lease  on  Santa  Fe,  it's  clearly  out  of  the 
statue  of  limitation. 

Mr.  Pizza  showed  some  pictures  and  they  were  all  dated,  and  were  all  within  the 
period  the  move  was  suppose  to  have  taken  place. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  19  photographs  would  be  marked  as  exhibit  A. 
Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  to  Mr.  Pizza  that,  that  was  the  only  document  he  had. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  he  had  about  6  or  7  exhibits  attached  to  his  bried  which  was 
made  a  part  of  the  records. 

Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  the  Board  was  seeing  a  figure  of  $600,000.00  which  is  quite  a 
difference  from  the  $120,000.00  they  had  awarded.  He  stated  he  wanted  to  bring  to 
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the  Boards  attention  that  the  $600,000.00  is  totally  without  merit,  and  that  over 
$300,000.00  is  based  on  the  Santa  Fe  claim  and  it  was  as  late  as  February  3,  1981. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  $600,000.00  overall  claim  figure,  was  the  exact  figures 
which  was  stated  in  Mr.  Berry's  appraisal.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  there  were  numerous 
misrepresentation  which  was  intentional  or  untentional  by  Mr.  Pizza.  Mr.  Raggio 
stated  Mr.  Pizza  said  that  the  valuation  theory  that  must  be  used  is  the  cost  buying. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  may  very  well  be,  but  that  would  be  the  cost  in  the  open 
market.  Mr.  Raggio  read  from  Mr.  Nowicki 's  appraisal:  The  value  represent  the  price 
that  the  owner  could  expect  to  receive  on  the  market  during  the  normal  course  of 
business  and  does  not  reflect  the  cost  of  doing  business.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  it 
reflects  what  he  would  sell  it  for  on  the  open  market. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  in  reference  to  the  section  on  profits  that  it's  totally 
inappropriate.  It  means  where  if  there  is  a  claim  for  lost  profits  which  would 
be  a  substantial  claim  in  this  case,  that  such  lost  profits  are  not  compensable. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  Mr.  Pizza  stated  that  Mr.  Berry  was  relying  on  other  people 
to  make  his  appraisal.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that,  that  is  what  appraisers  do. 
Mr.  Raggio  stated  about  a  week  ago  all  they  ever  heard  about  was  a  Mr.  Nowicki, 
and  they  never  heard  about  a  Mr.  Neal.  He  stated  if  you  look  through  the  documents 
that  were  submitted  by  the  City,  you  see  only  one  signature. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  Mr.  Pizza  said  the  first  time  the  figures  in  which  the 
tonnage  was  mentioned  was  1981  or  1982.  Mr.  Raggio  said  that  was  not  true. 
Mr.  Raggio  stated  a  letter  was  submitted  by  Mr.  San  Fellepo  dated  June  12,  1978 
to  Mr.  Circosta  which  said  gete  4  tonnage  was  2,856  tons  which  was  back  in  1979. 
Gate  5  was  1,171  tons,  almost  identical  figures  which  as  also  back  in  1979. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  Mr.  Circosta  was  standing  with  Mr.  Aldrich  and  other 
members  right  next  to  gate  4  and  they  said  what  do  you  think  the  tonnage  is  there? 

Mr.  Circosta  told  him  about  3,000.00  tons.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  the  figures 
that  have  been  used  in  the  declaration  are  the  refine  figures  as  used  by  the 
formuls  that  Mr.  San  Fellepo  used.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  they  are  within  the  guide- 
lines of  their  opinion.  The  opinions  were  higher.  He  stated  they  used  the  lower 
amount.  Mr.  Raggio  stated  one  other  point  which  was  extremely  important  is  the 
dates  of  value  Mr.  Nowicki  used.  He  stated  that  there  are  no  basis  in  any  of 
the  regulation  to  use  any  other  date  then  the  date  then  the  amounts  to  be  sold. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  Mr.  Nowicki  does  tell  them  where  they  got  these  value.  He 
said  he  got  them  by  calling  other  dealers. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  hour  was  up  and  some  members  of  the  Board  was 
interest  in  questioning  the  appraisers. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  to  Mr.  Nowicki,  there  was  a  letter  dated  November  2,  1978  at 
the  top  of  page  2  which  says,  the  quantity  affected  to  individual  file  and 
estimate  only  where  until  actual  removal  is  undertaken  the  amount  to  be  removed, 
can  not  accurately  be  determined.  Mr.  Steele  stated  was  there  anything  subsequent 
to  this  done  in  connection  with  the  actual  figures  based  on  the  actual  move. 

Mr.  Nowicki  stated  not  by  them. 
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Mr.  Moriguchi    stated  how  would  you  estimate  these  piles. 

Mr.  Nowicki  stated  he  was  going  to  refer  that  question  to  Mr.  Neale. 

Mr.  Neale  stated  that  he  was  working  at  gate  5  where  they  buy  the  salvage,  where 
they  bring  it  into  a  pile  and  the  trucks  were  anywhere  from  1  ton  truck  to  5  or  6 
ton  trucks.  Mr.  Neale  stated  he  was  a  pretty  good  estimator  and  has  been  in  the 
business  since  1947  and  he  has  done  salvage  yards  and  wrecking  yards  and  also  for 
the  navy  surplus  iron  and  junk,  and  he  would  take  the  area  of  the  pile  and 
approximately  what  was  in  the  pile  and  from  that  you  would  figure  a  ton  truck  12 
feet  long  4  foot  wide  and  4  foot  high  would  be  roughly  a  ton  of  iron  and  multiply 
that  out  according  to  your  pile  and  you  would  come  within  a  ballpark  figure  which 
is  pretty  accurate.  Mr.  Neale  stated  that  is  was  not  all  cast  iron  and  steel,  i 
lot  of  it  was  tin,  waterheaters  and  fenders,  so  you  would  have  to  take  that  into 
consideration. 

Mr.  Neale  stated  he  was  there  for  three  days  and  he  observed  it  very  closely 
and  also  asked  the  workers  there,  approximately  what  was  there  in  the  piles  from 
day  to  day.  Mr.  Neale  stated  the  piles  had  changed  because  them  buying  and 
removing  it  would  change  the  height  of  the  pile  and  also  change  the  approximate 
tonnage . 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  ask  both  the  appraisers  regarding  the  tonnage.  He  stated 
to  Mr.  Berry  that  he  got  4,500  tons  and  Mr.  Nowicki  got  3,000  tons.  Mr.  Bernhardt 
wanted  Mr.  Berry  to  comment  on  the  3,000  tons.  Mr.  Berry  stated  he  just  wanted 
to  comment  on  his  tonnage  figures.  Mr.  Berry  stated  he  was  given  the  figures  as 
computed  by  Mr.  San  Fellepo,  the  accountant,  for  Circosta  and  the  breakdowns  as 
agreed  to  by  Circosta  and  the  Forman. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  he  seen  the  piles  in  the  various  areas.  He  stated  he  came  on 
the  scene  in  1976.  Mr.  Berry  stated  in  1978  of  May  he  attended  a  meeting  where 
the  City  with  representees  met  with  the  Circosta  firm  and  discussed  the  schedule 
of  construction  and  how  they  were  going  to  effect  their  abscise,  how  the  property 
being  taken  was  over  on  Rakin  Street  would  be  phased  into  their  construction  and 
subsequent  the  meeting  began  to  actively  work  on  the  appraisal  of  a  Real  Estate 
taken  and  damages  to  the  Real  Estate.  Mr.  Berry  said  during  1978  perceiving  dates 
he  had,  he  was  seeing  the  piles  quite  frequently.  Mr.  Berry  said  he  took  photos 
in  1979.  Mr.  Berry  said  in  1981  the  case  was  set  for  trial  and  he  went  back  and 
did  additional  work  to  substantiate  the  Real  Estate  appraisal.  Mr.  Berry  said  he 
knew  what  was  in  the  piles  and  seen  them  a  number  of  times.  He  stated  in  1981  he 
was  concerned  with  the  storage  compasity  of  Circosta  yard  and  certain  questions 
about  obsolescent  that  might  arise  in  that  Real  Estate  trial.  Mr.  Berry  said  he 
interviewed  Markowitz  and  Fox,  a  large  scrap  iron  firm  in  San  Jose,  and  in  his 
interview  with  Mr.  Box  on  April  3,  1981,  he  got  into  discussion  on  just  how  much 
do  you  pile  on  a  scrap  yard.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that  Mr.  Fox  stated  that  he  has 
put  20,000  tons  on  2  acres  which  would  be  10,000  tons  on  each  acre.  Mr.  Berry 
stated  that  he  is  stacking  as  high  as  he  can  go.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that  his  business 
is  a  two  fold  business,  it  processes  metal  and  sell  it  on  a  regular  basis. 

Mr.  Berry  stated  during  the  5  year  steel  cycle,  about  3  out  of  5  years  they  do  not 
break  even.  Mr.  Berry  stated  they  do  not  make  a  large  amount  of  money.  Mr.  Berry 
stated  it  is  also  a  commodity  business,  they  are  speculating  on  a  commodity,  so 
they  save  a  certain  amount  of  material  each  year  and  they  keep  building  their 
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inventory,  to  the  high  part  of  the  cycle.  Mr.  Berry  said  during  the  high  part  of 
the  cycle,  they  then  sell  out  the  yard.  Mr.  Berry  stated  if  you  look  at  the 
inventory  figures,  you  see  they  dropped  to  less  than  half  during  the  end  of  the 
cycle,  when  they  are  able  to  sell  at  a  big  probit.  Mr.  Berry  stated  that  if  you 
take  the  10,000  tons  an  acre  that  will  apply  to  this  and  look  at  the  areas  involved 
there  was  over  10,000  square  feet  of  material  removed  up  at  gate  4.  Mr.  Berry  stated 
that  he  had  a  drawing  with  squares  that  represent  10,000  square  feet  to  a  square, 
and  he  traced  on  the  drawing  a  solid  line  the  scrap  pile  as  it  appears  in  the 
November  photograph. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  the  appraisers  about  their  different  values. 

Mr.  Neale  stated  that  you  can  put  20  tons  of  scrap  metal  on  an  acre  of  ground. 
Mr.  Neale  stated  that  the  value  was  $45.00  a  ton  and  that  was  figured  for  all  the 
scrap. 

Mr.    Berry  stated  it  would  depend  on  what  type  of  scrap,  and  if  you  are  talking 
about  October  of  1978  they  were  talking  about  #2  bundles,  and  he  would  have  no 
dissagreement  with  them  for  $45.00.  He  said  the  composite  price  of  scrap  in  that 
month  was  up  around  $60.  some  odd  dollars  and  it  rose  to  about  $80.00  a  very  short 
time. 

Mr.  Steele  wanted  to  know  from  Mr.  Nowicki  how  he  arrived  at  the  contingency 
factor  of  20%. 

Mr.  Nowicki  stated  the  problem  was  that  on  gate  4  there  was  no  easy  access  or 
reasonable  or  physical  access  to  the  piles.  Mr.  Nowicki  said  they  had  to  walk 
down  the  railroad  and  look  down  on  the  pile  to  see  what  was  there,  so  that  was 
the  reason  for  the  201. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  he  gathered  that  all  of  the  documents  had  not  been  put  into 
evidence.  Mr.  Bernhardt  said  the  Board  would  be  willing  to  meet  the  following 
Tuesday  to  decide  on  the  matter  based  on  what  they  had  or  to  delay  until  further 
documents  could  be  presented. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  they  wanted  to  delay  the  decision. 

Mr.  Raggio  stated  that  he  would  prefer  the  Board  to  decide  the  decision  with  or 
without  the  lease. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  Board  would  meet  the  following  Tuesday  and  make 
a  recommendation  on  the  case. 

New  Business:  None 

Communication:  None 

Good  and  Welfare:  None 

Adjournment  to  next  meeting 
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Tuesday  October  26,  1982  FRANCISCO 
MINUTES 

The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  held  an  administrative  review  and  to  make 
a  recommendation  of  the  hearing  on  October  19,  1982,  Circosta  Iron  §  Metal 
Company. 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  the  Chairperson  Mrs.  Essie  Webb, 
other  members  present  was  Mr.  Bernhardt,  Mr.  Steele  and  Mr.  Moriguchi. 

The  Board  voted  on  the  following  to  be  put  in  resolution  form.  Members 
voting  was  Attorney  Bernhardt,  Mr.  Steele  and  Mr.  Moriguchi.  Chairperson 
Mrs.  Webb  abstain  since  she  was  not  present  for  the  hearing. 

1.  Relocation  expenses  of  material  at  Gate  4  §  5 

The  Board  heard  conflicting  evidence  concerning  the  quality  of  materials 
located  in  these  areas.  Circosta1 s  appraisal  estimates  4527  tons:  the  City's 
Central  Relocation  Appraisal  estimates  2975  tons.  Based  on  the  fact  that  from 
testimony  made  the  City's  appraiser  visually  inspected  the  piles  of  material, 
whereas  the  appraisal  for  Circosta  calculated  tonnage  based  on  data  supplied 
to  him  by  Circosta  and  from  other  yards,  we  therefore  accept  the  City's 
estimation  as  more  reliable. 

Therefore  we  recommend  that  compensation  be  based  upon  the  sum  of  2975 

tons. 

However,  with  regard  to  value,  we  find  Circosta 's  estimate  to  be  more 
reliable  than  the  City's.  However,  we  cannot  accept  the  breakdown  of 
individual  items  as  was  done  in  that  appraisal,  because  it  is  not  sufficiently 
supported  and  because  it  would  require  considerable  labor  on  Circosta 's  part 
to  segregate  those  items  in  order  to  dispose  of  them  at  the  stated  prices. 

Therefore  we  accept  Mr.  Barry's  "composite  figure  of  near  $60,00"  per 
ton  as  the  most  reliable. 

The  Board  recommend  that  for  compensation  purposes,  the  figures  of  $60.00 
per  ton  be  used. 

2975  ton 
at  $60  per  ton 

$I7O"00 

Less  total  amount  already  paid  $120,100 

Total  recommend  for  recover  for  Circosta  $58.00 


2.  Santa  Fe  Property 

Since  presently  there  is  no  leasehold  interest  in  this  land  has  been 
established  by  Circosta.  Circosta  was  always  at  risk  that  Santa  Fe  would 
advise  the  company  to  move  its  materials  without  any  compensation  whatsoever. 
The  Board  agree  with  the  City  Central  Relocation  that  no  relocation  expenses 
should  be  paid. 
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Members  Present: 


Member  Absent: 
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Jose  E.  Medina 

Percy  Steele,  Jr. 

Essie  Webb 

Eddie  Moriguchi 

Lovell  Davis,  Secretary 

Roger  Bernhardt 


The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  was  called  to  order  by  Co-Chairman, 
Jose  E.  Medina  at  9:10  a.m. 

It  was  moved  that  the  minutes  be  approved  for  December,  1984. 
Secretary's  Report: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  was  giving  a  6  months  review  from 
July,   1984  to  January,  1985. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  the  first  item  on  the  report  was  Relocation.  He 
stated  that  there  were  4  request  for  a  hearing. 

Jamerson  Printing: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  this  case  is  still  pending.  Mr.   Davis  stated 
that  there  was  a  letter  attached  dated  January  9  from  the  Agency 
asking  Mr.   JamersOn  for  a  response  to  that  letter  and  the  Agency 
has  not  heard  from  him.  Mr.   Davis  also  stated  that  the  Agency  gave 
Mr.   Jamerson  a  deadline  of  15  days  in  which  to  respond. 

Mona  Mellis: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  information  requested  from  Mrs.  Mellis 
has  not  been  received.   Mr..   Davis  stated  that  he  received  a  call 
from  Mrs.  Mellis  on  January  28,   1985  asking  him  if  his  name  could 
be  used  at  Social  Security  because  they  were  going  to  lower  her 
Social  Security  because  of  the  amount  of  rent. 


George  Deligianis: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mr.   Deligianis  was  a  previous  resident  and 
homeowner  in  the  Y.B.C.    area.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mr.  Deligianis' 
sister  received  her  half  of  the  money  after  the  Agency  acquired 
the  property.  Mr.   Davis  also  stated  that  Mr.   Deligianis  made 
inquiries  and  he  was  informed  that  he  has  to  file  a  claim. 

On  January  31,   1985  the  Agency  sent  Mr.   Deligianis  forms  for  him 
to  fill  out  and  return  to  them. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mr.   Deligianis  wants  to  return  to  the  Y.B.C. 
area.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  it  would  not  be  a  problem  for 
Mr.   Deligianis  to  return  because  he  is  entitled  to  a  221  D 
Certificate . 

Roy  Chew: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mr.   Chew  had  requested  a  hearing  concerning 
rental  income  and  loss  of  his  furniture.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that 
the  Agency  had  already  addressed  these  isnues  and  explained  them 
to  Mr.   Chew  and  he  understood  and  was  satisfied  with  their  decision. 

Temporary  Rent  Assistance : 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  due  to  the  fire  at  Page  &  Franklin  and  also 
6th  &  Mission,   there  were  atleast  200  people  without  housing. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  in  the  month  of  January  there  was  approximately 
$26,000.00  paid  out  for  the  tenants  that  was  in  the  fires. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  number  applied  for  assistance  was  56, 
number  received  assistance  55  and  1  was  denied. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  senior  citizen  families  and  disabled 
without  housing  who  requested  assistance  was  95,   total  referred 
to  C.R.S.  was  75  and  referred  to  other  housing  8. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  due  to  the  shortage  of  affordable  housing 
and  the  closing  of  the  Plaza  where  there  were  approximately 
550  units  has  created  a  hardship   ,   especially  the  fire  victims. 

Rent  Supplement: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  this  is  to  ensure  that  recertif ications 
are  conducted  on  all  units  at  least  once  a  year. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Alexis  Apartment  has  58   supplements,  and 
27  were  recertified.   Silvercrest  has  a  total  of  93  supplements 
and  49  was  recertified  and  Vincentian  Villa  has  a  total  of  60 
supplements  and  31  was  recertified. 
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Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  average  supplement  for  Alexis  Apartments 
was  $71.00,    for  Silvercrest  $60.00  and  for  Vincentian  Villa  $74.00. 

Mr.   DaVis  stated  to  the  Board  regarding  the  problem  area  and 
suggested  solution. 

Relocation  Appeals  Board: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  Relocation  Appeals  Board  has  not  been 
visible  enough  and • those  that  need  the  service  has  not  always 
received  it.   Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  solution  would  be  the 
new  Broshure  that  are  being  printed  up  and  will  be  distributed 
in  different  areas  of  the  city. 

Temporary  Rent  Assistance: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  was  a  shortage  of  public  housing. 
This  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Housing  Authority  has  relocated 
all  tenants  in  the  Plaza.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  City's  general 
funds  for  a  loan  to  the  Housing  Authority  and  they  in  turn  could 
renovate  1  building  at  a  time  and  when  the  renovation  is  completed 
that  the  tenants  be  transferred  to  the  completed  building.  Mr.  Davis 
also  stated  that  there  are  three  highrise  buildings  in  the  area. 

Budget  1985-1986: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  were  two  changes  in  the  Budget,  one 
was  an  increase  of  $20,000.00  partly  because  rent  increase  in 
Hotel,   also  number  of  fires. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  second  reason  for  a  change  in  the  Budget 
is  a  request  of  $108,000.00  due  to  the  fact  that  the  previous 
balance  in  the  budget  was  over  $100,000.00,   but  almost  all  of  the 
reserve  has  been  used. 

Mr.   Steele  suggested  that  the  next  time  the  Budget  was  made  up 
that  there  should  be  a  showing  of  the  old  budget  along  side  the 
new  budget. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  would  do  that. 

Mrs.  Webb  asked  Mr.   Davis  if  he  thought  there  would  be  a  problem 
with  the  budget. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  Mayor  stated  that  she  did  not  want 
any  unnecessary  increases  if  possible  in  the  budget,   but  he 
was  going  to  see  if  Roger  Boas,   of  the  CAO ' s  office  could  get 
monies  from  Hotel  Tax. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  since  the  Y.B.C.    settlement  about  10  years 
ago,   there  was  a  contract  for  10  years  to  supplement  Alexis, 
Silvercrest  and  Vincentian  Villa.   Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Roger  Boas 
said  that  he  didn't  have  enough  money  to  continue  the  supplements. 
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Mr.  Davis  stated  that  H.U.D.  supplies  40%  of  supplements  and 
the  City  supplies  60%  of  rent  supplements. 


Mr.    Steele  asked  if  the  City  want  supply  anymore  money  for 
supplements  would  H.U.D.    also  stop  providing  their  40%. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  H.U.D.  would  continue  their  40%. 

Mrs..   Webb  stated  that  housing  was  a  bad  problem  since  they 
closed  down  three  buildings  and  it  creates  a  hardship  in 
housing . 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  H.U.D.   wasn't  going  to  give  housing 
anymore  money . 

Mrs.  Webb  asked  would  the  tenants  be  able  to  move  back  in  if 
H.U.D.   doesn't  give  any  more  money. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  he  would  find  out. 


Mrs.   Webb  stated  that  since  there  doesn't  seem  to  be  anymore 
emergency  housing,  why  not  use  the  3  buildings  for  victims. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  it  was  difficult  placing  families  because 
they  owe  the  Housing  Authority  back  rent. 

Mr.  Medina  asked  how  was  the  renovation  going  with  the  Plaza. 


Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  didn't  know. 


Mr.  Moriguchi  stated,  why  couldn't  they  do  a  little  at  a  time 
and  not  all  at  once. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  asked  what  was  the  average  rent  for  the  units 
Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  the  average  rent  was  $300.00  per  month. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  stated  that  he  had  calculated  and  the  City  was 
losing  about  $100,000.00  a  month  by  not  using  the  building. 

Old  Business:   Up  date  on  cases  that  are  pending. 


New  Business:  None 


Communication:  None 


Good  &  Welfare:  None 


Meeting  adjourned  at  9:50  a.m.   until  March  6,  1985. 
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The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman, 
Roger  Bernhardt,   at  9:10  a.m. 

It  was  moved  that  the  minutes  be  approved  for  February,  1985 
meeting . 

Secretary's  Report : 

Mr.   Davis  made  a  report  on  the  activities  of  the  Relocation 
Appeals  Board. 

Mr.   Davis  reported  that  Mr.   Deligianis,   of  520  Jones  St.,  had 
been  requested  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  to  return  the 
signed  claim  form  that  was  sent  him  by  Redevelopment,   so  that 
a  claim  could  be  processed  that  had  been. pending  since  1982. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  a  visit  was  made  to  Mr.  Deligianis  home;  a 
phone  number  was  left  requesting  that  Mr.  Deligianis  get  in 
touch  with  the  office. 

T* 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that"  on  February  27,   1985,  Mr.  -Deligianis 
came  into  the  office.   He'  and  Mr.   Davis  went  to  see  Mr.  Friedman 
and  Mr.   Deligianis  signed  .the  necessary  forms. 


Mr."  Davis  stated  that  there  are  still  3  cases  pending. 


( 


Mona  Mellis: 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Mona  Mellis  came  before  the  Board  about 
6  months  ago.   Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Social  Security  wants  to 
reduce  her  Social  Security  because  she  is  paying  above  her 
rent  paying  ability. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mrs.  Mellis  exchanged  apartments  with 
her  ex-husband  and  really  wants  to  stay  there. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Mrs.   Mellis  talked  with  Blondine  Gulley 
and  stated  to  her  that  she  would  try  to  find  affordable  housing. 

Roy  Chew: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  Roy  Chew  case  has  been  resolved. 
Mr.   Jamerson    (Jamerson  Printing  Co.) 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  not  received 
the  forms  back  from  Mr.   Jamerson  that  they  sent  to  him. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  if  there  was  a  deadline  for 
Mr.  Jamerson  to  return  the  forms. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  deadline  was  for  February,  1985. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  was  having  the  new  Broshures  printed 
up  and  they  would  be  distributed  around  the  City. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  how  would  the  Broshure  be  distributed. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  it  will  be  in  the  lobby  in  City  Hall 
and  the  different  Social  Services  Department. 

Mr.  Madina  wanted  to  know  from  Mr.   Davis  about 
the  Broshure  into  different  languages. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  it  would  be  very  difficult. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  stated  that  there  was  a  possibility  of  finding 
a  volunteer  to  translate  the  Broshure. 

Mr.  Medina  stated  his  office  do  printing,  but  it  would  cost 
quite  a  lot  to  print  them. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  Mr.   Davis  if  he  would  look  into  the  matter. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  since  he  has  been  with  the  Board  he  doesn't 

think  that  the  Board  was  m  need  of  a  translater.  "  - 

Temporary  Rent  Assistance  fc1 

Mr.   Davis  gave  a  breakdown  on  the  number  of  letters  for  hardship 
and ' overcrowding  conditions. 
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Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  were  11  letters  written  to 
Central  Relocation  Services;    others  4   for  a  total  of  15. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  total  number  of  rent  .supplement 
vouchers  issued  were  36. 

Mr.   Davis  gave  a  breakdown  on  the  amount  of  supplements  paid 
out  during  February,  1985. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  wanted  to  know  what  the  three  figures  meant. 
Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  three  figures  represents  the  total 
amount  paid  out  to  Franciscan,  Mission  Bell  and  Federal  Hotel 
during  the  month  of  February. 

Problems : 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  problems  the  City  is  having  is  that 
it's  not  prepared  for  the  emergency  that  the  City  had  in 
November  with  fires.   Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  tenants  who 
were  in  the  fire  are  still  awaiting  placement  in  a  Housing 
Authority  unit. 

Solution : 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  has  developed  a  good  working 

relationship  with  the  manager  at  Geneva  Towers  and  that  the 

manager  will  accept  his  letters  when  he  refers  someone  to  — 

the  office. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know  from  Mr.   Davis  what  he  meant  by 
the  manager  will  accept  his  letters. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  before  the  manager  would  just  accept 
people  off  the  street,   but  now  the  manager  only  accepts  people 
that  has  a  letter  from  him. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  once  the  tenants  are  place  there,  they 
can  stay  permanently.   Mr.   Davis  stated  yes. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  what  if  the  building  that  was  burned  was 
repaired,   could  they  move  back  in. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  they  probably  could  move  back  in. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  each  person  that  receives  a  letter  has 
to  agree  to  go  on  modified  payments. 

Problem: 

  4 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  due  to  the  influx  of  new  arrivals  into 

the  City  and  the  shortage  of  family  housing  such  as  hotels 

who  once  would  house  families  temporarily;   has  now  ceased.  « 

Mr.  Davis  gave  an  example.   The  El  Dorado  Hotel  at  9th  St.,  will 
not  accept  any  more  referrals  with  families.   The  Dept.   of  Public 
Health  has  issued  warnings  that  they  will  close  the  hotel  down 
due  to  it  being  over  ran  by  rodents. 
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Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  was  23   families  that  were  told 
they  had  to  be  out  of  the  hotel  by  March  1,    1985.  Mr.  Davis 
also  stated  that  it  was  found  out  later  that  families  would 
not  have  to  be  out  by  March  1st  and  that  management  at  the 
Homeless  Program  would  try  and  find  alternate  housing. 

Rent  Supplement: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  were  three  new  supplement  issued 
during  the  month  of  February  and  all  threee  was  for  Vincentian 
Villa. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  if  these  were  temporary  supplement. 
Mr.   Davis  stated  that  they  were  permanent  supplements.  He 
stated  that  this  was  an  agreement  drawn  up  10  to  12  years  ago 
in  the  Y.B.C.   area;   and  the  ones  from  Y.B.C.   got  top  priority. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  ased  if  those  tenants  from  the  Y.B.C.  area 
was  the  only  ones  to  receive  a  supplement. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  supplement  were  for  any  senior  and 
the  disable.   Mr.   Davis  also  stated  that  there  were  14 
recertif ication  and  1  adjustment  done  during  the  month  of 
February . 

Mr.   Davis  gave  a  report  on  rent  supplements  paid  out  for  the 
month  of  February  for  the  3  City  complexes.   For  Alexis  58 
supplements,   amount  $4,027.00,   average  supplement  69.43. 
Silvercrest  92   supplements,   amount  $5,646.00;    average  supplement 
61.36  and  Vincentian  Villa  60  supplements,   amount  $4,363.00 
and  average  supplement  72.71. 

Potential  Problemst  p 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  for  July,   1985  the  budget  request  was 
for  $228,792.00,  however  this  request  has  been  cut  back  to 
$100,000.00.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  a  meeting  with  Ray  Sullivan 
has  been  promised  to  request  that  at  least  the  budget  be  funded 
at  $160,000.00  instead  of  the  proposed  $100,000.00. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  previous  year  there  had  been  a 
surplus,  however  due  to  the  increase  in  rents  at  hotel  room 
for  fire  victims  the  reserve  has  been  used  up. 

Old  Business:   Reported  by  secretary 

New  Business:   Conflict  of  Interest 

Communication :  None 

Good  &  Welfare:  None 

Meeting  adjourned  at  9:35  a.m.  until  April  3,  1985. 
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Mrs.  Essie  Webb,  Chairperson 
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Mr.  Ed  Monguchi 
Mr.  Percy  H  Steele,  Jr. 

Secretary:  Lovell  E  Davis 
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III. 
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VII. 
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Meeting  Called  to  Order 
Approval  of  Minutes 
Secretary's  Report 
Old  Business 
New  Business 
Communication 
Good  and  Welfare 

Adjournment  to  next  meeting,   May  1,  1985 
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RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
Wednesday  June  5,  1985 
100  Larkin  Street  Conference  Room 

— .  MINUTES 


Members: 
Mrs  Essie  Webb.  Chairperson 
Mr  Roger  Bernhardt,  Co-Chairman 

Jose  E.  Medina 

Mr  Ed  Monguchi 
Mr.  Percy  H  Sieele.  Jr 

Secretary  Lovell  E  Davis 


^uOU^ENTS  DEPT. 


Members  Present: 


Member  Absent 


Roger  Bernhardt 
Jose  E.  Medina 
Eddie  Moriguchi 
Essie  Webb 

Lovell  Davis,.  Secretary 
Percy  Steele,  Jr. 


PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman, 
Roger  Bernhardt,   at  9:10  a.m. 

Secretary's  Report: 

Mr. -Davis  reported  that  there  were  no  meetings  held  April  and 
May,   1985  and  there  were  no  cases  to  present. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  monthly  reports  were  mailed  out  to  the 
Board  members . 

Jamerson  Printing :N 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  a  letter  was  mailed  out  to  Mr.  Jamerson 
dated  May  16,  1985,  informing  him  that  since  he  has  failed  to 
furnish  the  needed  information  requested  that  effective  April 
30,   1985  his  case  file  would  be  closed. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  someone  was  representing  Mr.  Jamerson. 
Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  represented  himself. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  this  case  has  been  on  the  books  for  15 
years.  He  stated  that  Mr.   Jamerson  had  a  printing  shop  and 
there  was  no  place  for  Mr.   Jamerson  to  relocate.   Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  Mr.   Jamerson' s  mother  had  a  shop  on  Gough  Street 
and  she  lost  it.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  Central  Relocation 
Services  was  trying  to  help  Mr.   Jamerson  with  relocation,  but 
nothing  was  found  for  him. 


Mr.  Davis  stated  that  this  case  might  come  before  the  Relocation 
Appeals  Board  again. 


Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  that  he  did  not  think  a  case  could  come 
twice  before  the  Board. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  could  come  back  before  the  Board  because 
the  case  was  never  resolved. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  as  of  May  30,    1985,   the  office  have  not 
had  any  correspondence. 

Temporary  Rent  Assistance: 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  during  the  month  of  May  it  has  been  a  very 
slow  period  and  there  were  still  request  made  for  3  bedroom  units 
and  there  are  not  any.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  San  Francisco 
Housing  Authority  are  not  taking  any  applications  for  3  bedrooms. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  office  has  been  in  touch  with  Supervisor 
Willie  Kennedy's  office  and  made  a  request  that  when  and  if  there 
are  going  to  be  new  units  built  at  Post  &  Steiner.   He  stated  that 
emphasis  should  be  stressed  for  some  3  bedroom  units.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  the  average  family  in  San  Francisco  is  2  to  3  children. 

Solution  to  present  problem 

Midtown  Park: 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  City  owned  Midtown  Park  Apartment  located 
at  1415  Scott  St. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  about  8  years  ago  a  study  was  made  on  Midtown 
Park  and  it  was  determined  at  that  time  that  quite  a  number  of 
tenants  would  like  to  have  converted  to  condos  and  purchase  their 
own  units.  He  also  stated  that  it  was  determined  that  the  rent  was 
very  low,  this  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the  City  owned  the  units. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  was  also  1  individual  occupying  a 
3  bedroom  unit. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  Mr.   Davis  if  the  tenants  had  to  qualify  to 
stay  in  the  building.  He  also  asked  what  about  the  tenants 
buying  their  units. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  survey  about  60%  of 
the  tenants  wanted  to  buy  their  units  and  at  the  time  they  were 
selling  for  $38,000.00. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Central  Relocation  Services  has  not  put 
anyone  in  Midtown  Park  for  about  a  year. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  if  Midtown  Park  was  under  the  Housing  Authority. 
Mr.   Davis  stated  that  it  was  un  the  Real  Estate  Dept.   and  under 
new  management. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  what  was  the  purpose  of  the  City  buying  the 
building . 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  the  advantage  of  the  City  buying  the  building 
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should  have  been  to  keep  the  place  for  emergency  for  fire  victims. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  will  be  working  indirectly  with  Kennedy 
and  her  staff  and  keep  the  Board  informed. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  all  his  reports  has  to  go  to  Bille  Witte 
who  is  the  Director  of  Housing. 

Mr.   Medina  asked  what  was  the  vacancy  rate  at  Midtown  Park. 
Mrs.  Webb  stated  there  were  very  few  turnovers. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  made  a  request  for  $150,000.00,   but  the 
Mayor's  office  cut  it  down  because  there  was  going  to  be  a 
carry-over. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  total  number  of  hardship  or  emergency 
letters  written  during  the  month  of  May,   was  13.   C.R.S.   11  and 
Geneva  Towers  2. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  total  number  of  weekly  vouchers  issued 
were  10  and  the  average  length  of  stay  was  4  weeks  for  a  total 
of  $2,087.04. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  total  received  from  tenant  fair  share 
turned  over  to  the  City  treasure  was  $163.12. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  the  recertif ication  for  the  month  of  May  was 
Alexis  6,   Silvercrest  8  and  Vincentian  Villa  5,   there  were  no 
adjustments  for  the  the  three  complexes,   and  no  new  supplement 
were  issued. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  Rent  Supplements  paid  out  during  the 
month  of  May  was  Alexis,   Supp.    56,   amount  $3,709.00  for  a  average 
of  supplement  $66.23.   Silvercrest,   Supp.   91  amount  $5,173.00 
average  supplement  $56.84  and  Vincentian  Villa  Supp.   62  amount 
$4,328.00  average  supplement  $69.80. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  problem  is  now  knowing  the  total  amount 
the  office  will  get  for  the  rent  supplement  budget,  He  stated 
that  the  problem  will  be  addressed  in  July,   as  per  request  in 
the  Mayor's  budget.   Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  is  a  request  for 
$100,000.00  for  Rent  Supplement,   however  there  will  be  a  carry- 
over.  He  stated  he  didn't  know  how  much. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  he  would  try  and  talk  to  Roger  Boas, 
and  see  if  the  monies  aan  be  taken  out  of  the  Hotel  Tax 
like  it  would  before. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  broshures  had  been  printed  up,  and 
that  the  Sheriff's  office  would  be  able  to  print  the  others 
in  3  different  languages. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  how  many  broshures  were  printed.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  5,000.00. 


i 
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Old  Business: 


Jamerson  Printing: 

Mr.  Moriguchi  wanted  to  know  if  the  case  was  closed. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  as  far  as  Central  Relocation  was  concerned 
it  was  closed,  but  it  is  not  as  for  as  the  Board  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  the  Board  should  give  Mr.  Jamerson  a  time 
limit . 

Mrs.   Webb  stated  that  Mr.   Jamerson  should  be  given  a  time  limit. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  stated  that  a  time  limit  should  be  given,  because 
20  years  from  now  Mr.  Jamerson  could  come  back  and  file  another 
claim . 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  they  made  a  deal,  but  Mr.   Jamerson  never 
responed  to  Central  Relocation. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  doesn't  think  it  was  legally  closed 
but  Mr.   Jamerson  should  be  given  90  days  to  respond. 

Mr.   Medina  that  that  Mr.   Jamerson  has  been  notified  before  and 
90  days  is  sufficient  time. 


Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  that  if  Mr.   Jamerson  doesn't  respond  in  90 
days  then  the  case  should  be  closed. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  to  Mrs.   Webb,   at  last  meeting  in  Good  &  Welfare 
he  wanted  the  old  members  to  state  what  does  the  Board  need  to  make 
it  better. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  once  the  Broshure  is  put  out  the  people  will 
be  more  informed.   Mrs.   Webb  also  stated  to  the  Board,  what  could 
be  done  for  the  City  to  have  more  emergency  housing. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  the  Board  need  to  speak  out  more  so  the  people 
will  be  aware. 


Mrs.  Webb  also  stated  that  the  emergency  housing  people  would  come 
through  the  Board. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  they  do  come  to  the  office. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  he  did  not  think  that  the  Board  would  handle 
the  fire  victims. 

Mrs.   Webb  stated  that  if  they  were  housed  inadequetly  they  could 
come  to  the  Board  if  they  were  relocated. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  if  relocation  put  them  in  a  place  to  small 
they  can  come  before  the  Board. 


» 
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Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  Mrs.   Webb  if  she  thought  that  the  Broshure 
would  make  a  difference.     Mrs.   Webb  stated  yes. 

Mr.   Medina  asked  what  is  meant  by  displaced  by  public  action. 
Mr.   Davis  stated  that  it  meant  that  if  the  place  a  person  is 
unsafe  and  unsanitary     and  if  a  building  is  comdemned  the  Dept. 
of  Public  Works  and  Dept.   of  Public  Health  stated  that  it  is 
a  displaced  action. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  how  were  the  Broshures  going  to  be  distributed. 

Mr.   Davis  Stated  in  City  Hall,   give  each  Board  memeber  some  to 
distribute  where  they  think  best.  Also  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Mr.  Medina  stated  that  the  Broshure  should  be  distributed  to  the 
community . 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  could  go  to  different  areas  and  distribute 
them . 

Mr.  Medina  stated  they  could  be  distributed  at  Community  Centers 
and  different  referral  centers. 

Mr.  Moriguchi  stated  that  when  the  displaced  action  takes  place 
shouldn't  the  people  be  given  a  broshure.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
they  are  given  one. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  asked  Mr.   Davis  to  send  a  package  to  Mr.  Steele. 
New  Business:  None 

Communication :  Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  should  be  cancelled  unless  there 

is  a  case. 
Good  &  Welfare:  None 

Meeting  adjourned  at  10:10  a.m.   until  next  meeting. 
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Members: 

Mrs.  Essie  Webb,  Chairperson 
Mr  Roger  Bernhardt,  Co-Chan  man 

Jose  E.  Medina 

Mr.  Ed  Moriguchi 
Mr.  Percy  H  Steele.  Jr. 
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^MINUTES 


Members  Present:  Roger  Bernhardt 

Jose  E.  Medina 
Percy  Steele,  Jr. 
Essie  Webb 

Lovell  Davis,  Secretary 
Member  Absent:  Eddie  Moriguchi 

The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman, 
Roger  Bernhardt,   at  9:15  am. 

It  was  moved  that  the  minutes  be  approved  by  Mrs.  Webb  and 
second  by  Mr.   Steele  that  the  June  minutes  be  recorded  with 
necessary  corrections. 

Secretary's  Report: 

There  was  no  meeting  in  July,   due  to  vacation.  Mr.   Davis  gave 
his  report  in  different  parts   I-  Relocation  Appeals  Board:  He 
reported     that  congratulation  was  in  order  for    (2)   Board  members 
who  had  been  re-appointed  for  term  to  end  January  2,   1988  and 
they  were  Mr.   Bernhardt  and  Mr.  Steele. 

Mr.   Davis  reported  that  he  had  a  meeting  with  Jamerson  of 
Jamerson  Printing  and  informed  him  that  the  Board  was  concerned 
about  his  business  relocation  claim  and  was  in  hope  that  it 
could.be  resolved  in  90  days,  however  he  was  surprised  to  learn 
that  Mr.   Jamerson  was  now  filing  a  claim  for  residental  relocation 
benefits.   He  introduced-  a  letter  to  Mr.   Jamerson  from  Mrs.  Gulley, 
Supervisor  of  Resident  and  Business. 


Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  when  would  we  hear  from  Jamerson  agian. 
Mr.   Davis  informed  the  Board  that  he  would  keep  them  informed. 


-  2  - 


Also  Mr.   Davis  reported  that  he  also  informed  Mr.   Jamerson  that  if 
he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  offer  of  C.R.S.   then  he  should  put 
this  in  writing.  Mr.   Davis  also  reported  that  the  building  that 
Jamerson  Printing  would  be  relocated  into  previously  owned  by  his 
mother  had  been  sold  and  purchased  by  Mrs.  Baker. 

Temporary  Rent: 

Mr.   Davis  reported  that  his  budget  for  fiscal  year  84-85  was  over- 
spent by  approximately  $30,000.00  and  this  was  projected  as  a  carry- 
over for  the  Rent  Supplement  Program  for  fiscal  year  85-86. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  was  the  total  amount  of  approximately  $90,000.00 
all  the  City  spent  for  the  Homeless  Program.   Mr.   Davis  responded 
no,   that  the  Homeless  was  seperate  from  his  and  that  his  expenditure 
was  for  those  who  was  involved  in  fire  or  other  public  action,  and 
that  the  expenditure  for  the  homeless  was  much  higher. 

Mr.   Davis  also  reported  that  the  following  changes  was  put  into 
effect  immediately 

1.  Rent  Supplement  will  be  provided  only  to  those  evicted  by  public 
action. 

2.  Temporary  Rent  Assistance  will  be  for  a  maximum  of  2  weeks  down 
from  4  weeks. 

3 .  Request  will  be  made  to  management  to  hold  the  line  and  no  new 
supplements  will  be  issued  until  further  notice. 

Mr.   Davis  also  reported  that  all  through  the  City  we  are  having  problems 
finding  3  bedroom  units  and  on  Midtown  Park  the  Board  of  Directors 
set  their  own  rules  and  regulations. 

A  discussion  was  concerning  the  Rent  Supplement  Program  and  why  was 
the  amount  of  funds  so  small. 

Mrs.  Webb  asked  where  was  our  funds  coming  from.  Mr.   Davis  reply  was 
from  General  fund,   however  he  also  explained  that  previously  funds 
was  from  the  Hotel  Tax  and  there  was  an  amount  annually  for  10  years, 
at  $160,000.00  per  year  transfered  from  the  C.A.O's  office  to  the 
Mayor's  office.   This  stopped  in  1983  and  for  the  past  two  years 
the  Mayor  have  been  funding  the  Rent  Supplement  out  of  General  funds 
at  $100,000.00  per  year  plus  the  reserve.  As  per  ordinance  any  carry- 
over from  previous  years  would  be  carried  forward. 

Mr.   Steele  expressed  a  concern  about  Midtown  Park. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  expressed  that  we  discuss  Midtown  in  our  June  meeting. 
Mr.   Davis  reported  that  he  did  discuss  Midtown  Park,   however  the 
Board  of  Directors  has  the  right  to  set  its  own  policy. 

Mr.   Davis  also  reported  that  the  projected  housing  in  Fillmore,  there 
was  going  to  be  only    (31)    3  bedroom  units. 

Mr.   Bernhardt  stated  that  he  felt  that  a  study  had  been  made  and  that 
the  City  was  going  for  1  and  2  bedrooms. 
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Mr.   Davis  stated  that  the  average  family  in  San  Francisco  is  (2) 
children  usually  1  boy  and  1  girl  that  requires  a  3  bedroom. 

Mrs.   Webb  asked  where  were  these  experts  getting  their  information 
from.   She  stated  that  all  of  their  request  for  housing  is  either 
single  or  family. 

Mr.   Davis  reported  that  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  has 

not  taken  application  for  3  bedroom  units  the  past  2  years  and  it  look 

like  it  will  not  be  soon. 


Mrs.   Webb  reported  that  the  report  on  the  Fillmore  Center  was  not 
the  final  report. 

Old  Business: 

The  distributing  of  the  new  broshure.  Mr.  Bernhardt  wanted  to  know 
where  had  these  been  distributed.  Mr.  Davis  will  provide  an  update 
list. 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  he  had  several  calls  wanting  to  know  if  they 
qualified  for  relocation  benefits. 

Mr.   Steele  stated  he  was  pleased  with  the  new  broshure  and  gave 
secretary  several  places. 

Mrs.  Webb  reported  that  the  broshure  she  had  in  her  office  was  all 
gone . 

Mr.  Medina  reported  that  he  would  like  some  of  the  broshures  left 
at  the  LaRaza  Information  Center  at  24th  &  South  VanNess. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  some  should  be  left  at  United  Way,  Red  Cross, 
Salvation  Army,   Pride  Center  and  also  Urban  League  on  Hayes  St. 


New  Business:  None 
Communication:  None 


Good  &  Welfare: 

Discussion  within  the  Board  members  concerning  the  (2)  ordinances 
and  also  how  effective  the  Board  is. 


Mr.   Davis  reported  that  he  and  the  Chairman  was  requested  to  meet 
with  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  last  year  and  there  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  recommendation  was  the  continuing  of  the  Board. 

Mr.   Steele  will  have  eye  surgery  on  3rd  of  September  and  may  not 
be  able  to  attend. 


Meeting  adjourned  at  10:15  a.m.   until  September  3,  1985. 


&an  Jfrtrntxata  ftrlnralton  Apppahs  Snarb 


AYOR  DIANNE  FEINSTEIN 
San  Francisco 
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^  MINUTES 


Members: 
Mrs.  Essie  Webb,  Chairperson 
Mr.  Roger  Bernhardt.  Co-Cheirman 

Jose  E.  Medina 

Mr.  Ed  Monguchi 
Mr.  Percy  H.  Steele.  Jr. 

Secretary:  Love  1 1  E  Davis 
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Members  Present 


Member  Absent 


Roger  Bernhardt 
Jose  Medina 
Essie  Webb 
Eddie  Moriguchi 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 

Percy  Steele,  Jr. 


The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman, 
Roger  Bernhardt,  at  9:10  a.m. 

It  was  moved  that  the  minutes  be  approved  for  August,  1985  meeting. 
Secretary's  Report 

Mr.  Davis  asked  if  the  Board  wanted  both  August  and  September 
monthly  report.' 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  should  report  both. 
August  Monthly  report: 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  there  was  no  request  for  a  hearing,  but 
a  chronological  survey  on  Lafayette  Jamerson  had  been  prepared 
and  was  attached. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  last  correspondence  concerning  this  case 
was  in  the  first  part  of  September's  monthly  report.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  he  received  a  call  from  Mr.  Jamerson  and  he  informed 
him  that  he  should  call  the  Agency  staff.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
this  case  has  been  going  on  for  about  15  years. 

Temporary  Rent  Assistance: 


Mr.  Davis  reported  that  there  has  been  a  decrease  in  request  for 


temporary  rent  assistance,   and  the  Mayor's  Rent  Assistance  Committee 
has  mad  the  following  changes. 

1.  Tenants  who  are  without  housing  due  to  public  action,   such  as 
a  fire. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  tenant  will  be  offered  1  unit  and  if  this 
unit  is  not  accepted  then  they  will  be  withdrawn  from  the  Housing 
emergency  list. 

2.  When  temporary  rent  is  provided  it  will  be  for  up  to  2  weeks 
instead  of  up  to  4  weeks. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  previously  the  American  Red  Cross  provided  up 
to  1  month  rent  when  they  find  housing. 

Mr.  Davis  also  reported  that  a  fire  victim  has  first  priority.  Before 
the  tenant  was  offered  three  choices.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  if  the 
tenant  is  a  fire  victim,  and  if  they  are  in  need  of  housing,  why 
should  they  be  offered  a  second  or  third  unit. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  if  they  are  offered  decent  and  sanitory  housing 
and  they  turn  it  down  they  should  not  be  offered  another  one  and  they 
should  be  taken  off  the  list. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  where  there  were  two  tenants  who  were  fire  victims 
who  stayed  at  the  Federal  Hotel  for  31  days,  now  they  are  claiming 
they  are  residents  and  will  not  move. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  total  number  of  hardships  and  overcrowding 
letters  written  were  16,   total  number  amount  paid  out  for  temporary 
rent  was  1,507.68;   total  number  of  vouchers  issued  6. 

Rent  Supplement  Program 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  there  was  a  meeting  held  August  23rd  with 
Bill  Witte  and  representatives  from  Alexis,   Silvercrest  and  Vincentian 
Villa  to  discuss  the  Rent  Supplement  Program.  He  stated  the 
representatives  were  informed  that  the  Mayor's  office  would  not  be 
able  to  continue  funding  the  Rent  Supplements.   The  representatives 
was  informed  that  the  C.A.O's  office  would  be  informed  of  their 
concern  and  if  another  meeting  was  necessary  then  one  would  be 
called . 

Mr.  Witte  stated  he  would  recommend  to  the  Mayor  that  she  request  that 
the  C.A.O's  office  continue  to  provide  funds  for  the  three  units, 
as  per  the  agreement  in  its  settlement  with  the  Y.B.C.  area. 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  the  number  of  Rent  Supplement  paid  out  for 
the  month  of  August;  Alexis  55,  amount  $3,315.00;   Silvercrest  90 
and  $4,989.00  and  Vincentian  Villa  61  and  amount  of  $4,170.00. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  for  the  last  3  years  funding  should  have 
come  from  the  Hotel  tax. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  did  not  know.  He  had  inquired  about  H.U.D. 
taking  over  the  supplements,  but  they  stated  they  could  not  do  it. 
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Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  what  was  the  means  of  getting  into  the  3  complex 
Mr.   Davis  stated  their  rent  is  based  on  their  income,   age  and 
interest  in  savings,  etc. 

Mr.  Davis  asked  if  there  were  any  questions  about  August  report. 

Mrs.  Webb  asked  Mr.  Davis  if  he  knew  what  happen  to  the  Mayor's 
recommendation . 

Mr.  Davis  stated  the  Mayor  recommended  it  be  returned  to  Mr.  Boa's 
office  and  the  rent  supplement  be  put  back  into  Hotel  tax. 

September  Monthly  Report 

Mr.  Davis  stated  there  was  no  meeting  for  the  month  of  September 
due  to  vacation  and  illness. 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  there  was  a  request  for  a  hearing  concerning 
Jamerson  Printing. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  who  requested  a  hearing.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
Mr.  Jamerson  requested  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  even  though  Mr.  Jamerson  doesn't  do  what  they  want 
will  there  still  be  a  hearing.  Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  would 
still  be  a  hearing. 

Mr.  Davis  reported  that  he  would  try  and  schedule  a  final  hearing 
on  Jamerson  Printing  at  the  next  Board  meeting  in  November. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he  would  tell  Jamerson  what     evidence  to  bring 
in. to  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  wise  to  tell 
Jamerson  what  type  of  evidence  to  bring  in. 

Temporary  Rent  Asssistance 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  a  new  procedure  of  providing  only  2  weeks  of 
temporary  shelter  is  working  out,  however  he  stated  there  were  some 
problems . 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  had  prepared  a  priority  report  on  those  they 
feel  should  be  eligible  for  emergency  priority. 

Mr.  Davis  asked  Mr.  Bernhardt  if  he  would  go  over  the  draft  that  he 
brought  before  the  Board  and  would  he  please  report  back. 

Mr.  Davis  read  the  draft  to  the  Board  members.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that 
one  problem  with  the  Housing  Authority  is  that  each  applicant  has 
to  have  a  California  ID  before  the  Housing  Authority  will  except 
the  tenant. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  she  didn't  see  how  a  homeless  person  can  get  an  ID 
when  they  don't  have  any  money. 
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Mr.   Moriguchi  wanted  to  know  what  was  California  ID.   Mr.  Bernhardt 
stated  a  non-drivers  license. 

Mr.   Davis  asked  Mr.  Bernhardt  if  it  was  legal.  Mr.  Bernhardt  stated 
to  Mr.  Davis  that  he  should  ask  the  City  Attorney. 

Mr.   Davis  stated  that  there  was  one  case  that  lasted  10  months  and  she 
had  to  send  for  her  Birth  Certificate. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  if  a  family  is  on  A.F.D.C.  and  they  don't  have 
California  ID  and  they  are  refused  housing,    she  felt  that  they  were 
not  being  treated  fairly. 

Mrs.  Webb  also  stated  that  when  a  person's  money  goes  down  his  rent 
should  go  down  also. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  is's  really  up  to  the  tenant  to  tell  management 
like  at  Alexis,   Silvercrest  and  Vincentian  Villa.  The  Mayor's  office 
recertif icate  once  a  year. 

Mrs.  Webb  asked  Mr.   Davis  is  he  wanted  the  Board  to  bring  some  imput 
on  the  draft.  Mr.  Davis  stated  he  would  like  the  Board  members  to 
bring  back  some  imput. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  2/3  of  the  people  are  thinking  they  are  going 
to  get  a  house. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  the  draft  would  not  solve  the  problem  of 
housing . 

Mr.  Davis  stated  it  would  help  some  and  he  would  use  the  criterion. 
Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  what  does  it  mean  to  be  in  number  7  catagory. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  if  one  was  an  emergency  then  he  would  know  what 
priority. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  that  number  7  would  not  get  a  priority  letter 
Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  would  get  a  priority  letter. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  he  did  not  agree  with  the  draft.  Mr.  Medina  agreed. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  that  the  draft  could  be  a  guideline  and  criterion 
for  writing  letters. 

Old  Business; 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  she  received  a  letter  from  the  Mayor  asking  that  she 
answer  a  questionaire . 

Mr.  Bernhardt  stated  he  received  a  disclosure  form.  Mr.  Bernhardt  also 
asked  about  the  Bay  Guardian. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  she  received  one.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  Mr.  Steele 
also  received  a  letter. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  the  disclosure  statement  confidential 
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Mrs.  Webb  stated  it  is  confidential  unless  someone  runs  for  public 
office . 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  anything  should  be  done  about  the  Bay  Guardian. 

Mrs.  Webb  stated  she  thought  it  would  be  up  to  the  individual  to 
respond . 

New  Business:  None 
Communication :  None 
Good  &  Welfare; 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  the  broshure  was  doing  well  and  he  would  bring  a 
list  of  where  he  has  left  them. 

Mr.  Bernhardt  asked  if  it  was  showing  an  effect.  Mr.  Davis  stated  no 
more  than  people  asking  for  housing. 

Meeting  adjourned  at  10:10  a.m.  until  November  6,  1985. 
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Members: 

Mr.  Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Ms.  Essie  Webb,  Vice  President 
Mr.  Harry  W.  Kim 
Mr.  Albert  Y.  Seto 
Ms.  Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Mr.  Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


^AGENDA 
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3  . 
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5  . 

6  . 


RELOCATION     APPEALS  BOARD 
77  0  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 


3rd  Floor  Conference  Room  -  11:00  a.m. 
Roll  Call 

Approval  of  Agenda 
Old  Business  -  None 

New  Business  -     Completion  of  Form  730 

Statement  of  Economic  Interests 

Question  Period   (3  minutes  per  person) 

Adjournment 
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WILLIE  L.  BROWN.  JR..  Mayor 
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San  FranciscoJRelocation  Appeals  Board 
t   (/_  _ 
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(415)  749-2429 
Fax  (415)  749-2526 
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Members; 

Rick  Hauptman,  president 
Essiq  Webb.  Vice  President 
Harry  W  Kim 
Albert  Y,  Sew 
Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovsll  E  Oavis,  Secretary 


TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 


Relocation  Appeals  Board  Commission 


Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 
.  Canceled  Meeting 
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The  scheduled  meeting  for  Ivlarch  6, 1996  is  canceled.  If  you  have  questions,  please  do 


not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


cc:  Mike  Olson,  Deputy  City  Attorney 
San  Francisco  Public  Library 
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TO:  The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  Commission 

FROM:        Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 
RE:  Notification  of  Next  Meeting 
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The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  will  have  its  monthly  meeting 
c^ril3  19963)t  11:00  a.m. 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
3rd  Floor  Commission  Board  Room 


cc:  Mike  Olson 
Deputy  City  Attorney 


cc:  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
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RELOCATION     APPEALS  BOARD 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 


WEDNESDAY, .April  3,  1996 


3rd  Floor  Conference  Room  -  11:00  a.m. 
Roll  Call 

Approval  of  Agenda 
Old  Business  -  None 
New  Business  - 

Question  Period  (3  minutes  per  person) 
Ad j  ournment 
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August  26,  1996 


Members: 

Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice  President 
Harry  W.  Kim 
Albert  Y.  Seto 
Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


TO: 
FROM: 


TheJtelpcation  Appeals  Board  Commission 


Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


RE:  Notification  of  Next  Meeting 


The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  will  have  its  monthly  meeting  ^OCfJMfrNTS  DEPV 

^ptember  4,  1996>  11:00  a.m. 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  mUG  2  8  /QQg 

3rd  Floor  Commission  Board  Room  5AN  FRanc/s^o 
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cc:  Mike  Olson 
Deputy  City  Attorney 


cc:  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
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Members: 

Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Essie  Webb,  V/'ce  President 
Harry  W.  Kim 
Albert  Y.  Seto 
Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


TO:  Relocation  Appeals  Board  Commission 

FROM:  Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 

RE:  Hearing  Scheduled  for  M/M  Wreckers 

Please  be  informed  that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  for  M/M  Auto  Wreckers  on 
January  8,  1997  at  11:00  a.m.  We  will  meet  in  the  Commission  Board  Room,  3rd  Floor, 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 

cc:  Mike  Olsen,  Deputy  City  Attorney 
<s  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
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770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  941 02 
(415)  749-2429 
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July  27,  1997 


Members: 

Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice  President 
Harry  W.  Kim 
Albert  Y.  Seto 
Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 


Relocation  Appeals  Board  Commission 

Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 

Canceled  Meeting  for  August  6,  1997 


Please  be  informed  that  the  scheduled  meeting  for  August  6,  1997jks  beemganceled. 
No  pending  business  is  scheduled. 


C:  John  Kennedy,  Deputy  City  Attorney 
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San  Francisco,  Relocation  Appeals  Board 


770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  749-2429 
Fax  (415)  749-2526 


II.IE  L.  BROWN,  JR.,  Mayor 
San  Francisco 


Members: 

Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice  President 


AGENDA 


Harry  W.  Kim 
Albert  Y.  Seto 


RELOCATION    APPEALS-  B-O-A^R D 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


Wednesday,  July  8,  1998 
3rd  Floor  Conference  Room  -  1 1:00  a.m. 


Meeting  Called  to  Order 
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Roll  Call 


Approval  of  Minutes 


Public  Comment  on  Agenda  items 
Old  Business 

(a)  Report  from  Secretary:  Update  on  March  23,  1998  Administrative 
Review  of  Stuart  Nacht/Fidel  Gakuba  vs.  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.  On  March  23,  1998,  an  agreement  and  settlement  was  reached 
and  was  signed  on  March  31,  1998. 

(B)  Bon  Jour  Cafe  Administrative  Review  was  held  on  December  10, 
1997.  Secretary  determined  that  Messrs.  Lehki  and  Gromadzki  failed  to 
provide  sufficient  evidence  to  demonstrate  that  they  were  entitled  to 
relocation  benefits.  Further,  the  review  determined  that  Mr.  William 
Piracci  was  the  individual  with  standing  to  bring  a  claim  since  he  actually 
operated  the  business.  Following  the  decision  by  the  Secretary,  Messrs. 
Lehki  and  Gromadzki  requested  a  formal  hearing  before  the  Relocation 
Appeals  Board. 

New  Business 

(a)  Hearing  on  Bon  Jour  Cafe  complaint 
Adjournment 
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Government's  duty  is  to  service  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exists  to 
conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  the  City  operations  are  open  to 
the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  6  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the 
ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  554-6075. 

Attention:  Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative 
or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF 
Admin  Code  16.520-16.534]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more 
information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at  1390 
Market  St.,  #701,  San  Francisco,  Ca  94102,  (415)  554-9510,  fax  (415)  703-0121  and  web 
site  http:/www.ci.sf.ca.us/ethics/. 
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Members: 

Rick  Hauptman,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice  President 
Harry  W.  Kim 
Albert  Y.  Seto 
Lynne  C.  Hermle 
Lovell  E.  Davis,  Secretary 


SPECIAL  MEETING 

RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
770  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


Wednesday,  July  15.  1998 
3rd  Floor  Conference  Room 
11:00  a.m. 


Special  Meeting  Called  To  Order 
Roll  Call 

Public  Comments  On  Agenda  Items 
Old  Business 
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(a)  .  Board  Deliberation  on  Bon  Jour  Cafe  Appeal 

(b)  .  Decision  re:  Bon  Jour  Cafe  Appeal 

(c)  .  Request  to  draft  Resolution  setting  for  the  Board's  decision 


Adjournment 
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Government's  duty  is  to  service  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exists  to 
conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  the  City  operations  are  open  to 
the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  6  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the 
ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  554-6075. 

Attention:  Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative 
or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF 
Admin  Code  16.520-16.534]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more 
information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at  1390 
Market  St.,  #701,  San  Francisco,  Ca  94102,  (415)  554-9510,  fax  (415)  703-0121  and  web 
site  http:/www.ci.sf.ca.us/ethics/. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
dRELOC  AHON  APPEALS  BOARD 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
JUL  -  1  2003 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Wlie  L.  Brown.,  Jr. 
Mayor 


Members 
Albert  Seto,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice-President 
David  A.  Jensen 
Harry  W.  Kim 
Eugene  Coleman,  Secretary 


RELOCATION  APPEALS 


^Agenda 

RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
3rd  Floor  Conference  Room 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


i. 
ii. 

m. 

rv. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 


Wednesday,  July  2,  2003 
11:00  AM 

Roll  Call 

For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Approval  of  Agenda 

For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Hearing  of  Appeal  of  GTE  Mobilnet  (dba  Verizon 
Wireless) 

For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Old  Business 
For  Discussion:  New  Business 
Public  Comment 
Adjournment 


25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite 700-  San  Francisco,  Calfornia  94102  •  (415) 252-3100  Fax  (415) 252-31 10 TDD  (415) 252-3107 
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Know  your  right  under  the  Sunshine  ordinance 

The  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  puhlic,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions, 
boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people'9  reviews.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
Task  Force  at:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Donna  Hall,  Clerk,  City  Hall,  Room  244,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683.  Telephone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854.  E-Mail: 
Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force  (listed  above),  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  and  on  the  City's  web  site  at:  www.ci.sf.ca.us. 

Disability  Access 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  wheelchair  accessible  through  the  front  door.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  Civic  Center,  three  blocks  from  770  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  770  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  MUNI  accessible  by 
lines  5,  21,  42,  47,  49,  and  a  five  block  walk  from  the  MUNI  underground.  Please  call  MUNI,  923-6864  for 
more  information.  Large  print  copies  of  the  agenda  will  be  made  available  on  request.  Please  contact  252- 
3158  at  least  two  business  days  in  advance  of  need.  If  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  to 
attend  meetings,  all  are  asked  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other  scented  products. 

Translation  services 

Interpreters  for  languages  other  than  English  are  available  on  request.  Sign  language  interpreters  are  also 
available  on  request.  For  either  accommodation,  contact  554*3167  at  least  two  business  days  before  a 
meeting. 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OESAN  FRANCISCO 
RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 


Members 
Albert  Seto,  President 
Essie  Webb,  Vice-President 
David  A.  Jensen 
Harry  W,  Kim 
Eugene  Coleman,  Secretary 
Scott  Dickey,  City  Attorney 

Vllie  L.Brown., Jr. 
Mayor 


^Agenda 

RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
3rd  Floor  Conference  Room 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Wednesday,  August  6,  2003 
11:00  AM 

L        Roll  Call 

II.  For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Approval  of  Agenda 

III.  For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Hearing  of  Appeal  of  GTE  Mobilnet  (dba  Verizon 
Wireless) 

IV.  For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Old  Business 

V.  For  Discussion:  New  Business 

VI.  Public  Comment 

VII.  Adjournment 

Know  your  right  under  the  Sunshine  ordinance 

The  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions, 
boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people's  reviews. 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
AUG  -  1  2003 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 
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For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at- 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Donna  Hall,  Clerk,  City  Hall,  Room  244,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102  4683.  Telephone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854. 

E-Mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the 
Sunshine  Task  Force  (listed  above),  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  and  on  the  City's  web  site  at: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us. 

Disability  Access 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  wheelchair  accessible  through  the  front  door.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  Civic  Center,  three  blocks  from  770  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  770  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  MUNI  accessible  by 
lines  5,  21,  42,  47,  49,  and  a  five  block  walk  from  the  MUNI  underground.  Please  call  MUNI,  923  6864  for 
more  information.  Large  print  copies  of  the  agenda  will  be  made  available  on  request.  Please  contact  252- 
3158  at  least  two  business  days  in  advance  of  need.  If  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  to 
attend  meetings,  all  are  asked  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other  scented  products. 

Translation  services 

Interpreters  for  languages  other  than  English  are  available  on  request.  Sign  language  interpreters  are  also 
available  on  request.  For  either  accommodation,  contact  554'3167  at  least  two  business  days  before  a 
meeting. 


Mayor's  Office  Of  Community  Development 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 


Gavin  Newsom 

Mayor 

Fred  Blackwell 

Director 
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Agenda 

RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 
One  South  Van  Ness,  Fifth  Floor,  MOCD  conference  room 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Tuesday,  March  6,  2007 
6:00  PM 

I.  Roll  Call 

II.  For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Approval  of  Agenda 

III.  For  Discussion:  Draft  bylaws 

IV.  For  Discussion  and  Possible  Action:  Old  Business 

V.  For  Discussion:  New  Business 

VI.  Public  Comment 

VII.  Adjournment 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
FEB  2  3  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

02-23-07P04:39  RCVD 


Know  your  right  under  the  Sunshine  ordinance 

The  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's 
business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City 
operations  are  open  to  the  people's  reviews. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task 
Force  at:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Donna  Hall,  Clerk,  City  Hall,  Room  244,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683.  Telephone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854. 

E-Mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca. us.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of 
the  Sunshine  Task  Force  (listed  above),  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  and  on  the  City's  web  site  at: 
www.ci.sfca.us. 


1  South  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5l  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Phone:  (415)  701-5500  •  Fax:  (415)  701-5501   •  www.sfgov.org/mocd 


Disability  Access 


One  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  is  wheelchair  accessible  through  the  front  door.  The  closest  accessible 
BART  station  is  Civic  Center,  two  blocks  from  One  South  Van  Ness  Avenue.  One  South  Van  Ness 
Avenue  is  MUNI  accessible  by  lines  5,  21,  42,  47,  49,  and  a  one  block  walk  from  the  MUNI  underground 
(Van  Ness  Station).  Please  call  MUNI,  923-6864  for  more  information.  Large  print  copies  of  the  agenda 
will  be  made  available  on  request.  Please  contact  252-3158  at  least  two  business  days  in  advance  of  need. 
If  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  to  attend  meetings,  all  are  asked  to  refrain  from 
wearing  perfume  or  other  scented  products. 

Translation  services 

Interpreters  for  languages  other  than  English  are  available  on  request.  Sign  language  interpreters  are  also 
available  on  request.  For  either  accommodation,  contact  554-3167  at  least  two  business  days  before  a 
meeting. 


Mayor's  Office  Of  Community  Investment 

City  &  County  Of  San  Francisco 

Gavin  Newsom 

Mayor 

Adrienne  Pon 

Director 

NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  MEETING 
RELOCATION  APPEALS  BOARD 


Meeting  Date,  Time  and  Location 
Wednesday,  September  3,  2008  at  6:00PM 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Investment 
One  South  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5th  Floor 
MOCD  Conference  Room 


The  Relocation  Appeals  Board  invite  interested  parties  to  attend  a  public  meeting  to  convene  the 
board  for  the  first  time  in  2008.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  review  bylaws,  policies  and 
procedures  and  discuss  plans  for  the  coming  year. 

Meeting  agendas  and  minutes  are  posted  on  the  Internet  at: 

www.sfgov.org/site/relocation  jneeting.asp?id=  1 8777  For  more  information,  please  call  Bruce 
Ito  at  (415)  701-5558. 


These  hearings  are  accessible  to  persons  with  disabilities.  For  information  on  MUNI  routes,  please  call  673- 
6864.  For  information  regarding  MUNI  Accessible  Services  call  923-6142.  Persons  requiring  reasonable 
accommodations,  including  sign  language  interpreters,  Assistive  Listening  Devices,  print  materials  in  alternate 
formats,  and  those  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illness,  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivities  should  contact  the 
MOCD  ADA  Coordinator,  Eugene  T.  Flannery,  at  701-5598,  TTY/TDD  701-5503  at  least  72  hours  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Please  bear  in  mind  that  some  attendees  at  public  meetings  may  be  sensitive  to  chemically  based  or  scented 
products.  Please  help  us  accommodate  these  individuals.  If  you  need  language  translation  services  please  also  call 
Mr.  Flannery  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting. 
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Mayor's  Office  of  Housing  :  September  2,  2009 
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September  2,  2009 


AGENDA 


Regular  Meeting  ofSan  Francisco  Relocation  Appeals  Board 
Wednesday,  September  2,  2009 
6:00  p.m.  -  7:00  p.m. 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
1  South  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


3- 
4- 
5- 
6. 

7- 
8. 


10. 


WELCOME  AND  INTRODUCTION 
ROLL  CALL. 

ACTION  ITEM:  Reading  and  Approval  of  the  Agenda 
ACTION  ITEM:  Approval  of  the  2008  Minutes. 
ACTION  ITEM:  Approval  of  Amended  Bylaws. 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

JUN  2  6  2012 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Items  not  on  today's  agenda,  but  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Relocation 
Appeals  Board.  Each  speaker  is  limited  to  three  minutes. 

INFORMATION  ITEM:  Report  from  the  Chair. 

INFORMATION  ITEM:  Report  from  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  regarding  relocation 
plan  for  Hunter's  View. 

DISCUSSION  ITEM:  Correspondence. 

Adjournment 


11.         Next  Regular  Meeting:  Wednesday,  September  1,  2010 

Know  Your  Rights  Under  The  Sunshine  Ordinance 


For  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at:  Sunshine  Ordinance 
Task  Force,  Donna  Hall,  Clerk,  City  Hall,  Room  244, 1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102- 
4683.  Telephone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554"7854-  E-Mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us     .  Copies  of  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force  (listed  above),  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library,  and  on  the  City's  web  site  at:  www.ci.sf.ca.us. 


http://sf-moh.org/index.  aspx?page=663 
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September  2,  2009 


APPROVED  09/02/2009 
Relocation  Appeals  Board 

Minutes  from  September  2,  2009 
1  South  Van  Ness  Ave.  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  d|eP7 

JUN  2  6  2012 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


In  Attendance 

Members:  Albert  Seto  (president),  Harry  Kim,  Steven  Lee,  Eugene  Flannery  Ito 
(secretary). 

Public:  Dominica  Henderson  -  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority. 


Agenda 
Topic 

Discussion 

Action  Item 

1.  Call  to 
Order 

6:00  pm  by  Mr. 
Seto,  President 
of  the 
Relocation 
Appeals  Board 
(RAB) 

N/A 

2.  Roll  Call 

Secretary 
Flannery  took 
the  roll, 

Commissioners 
Kim,  Lee  and 
Seto  in 
Attendance 

Quorum  obtained 

3.  Reading 
and  Approval 
of  Agenda 

Agenda  was 
nominated  for 
approval  by  Mr. 
Lee  and 
seconded  by 
Mr.  Kim. 

Agenda  was  approved  unanimously. 

http://sf-moh.org/index. aspx?page=665 
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Agenda 
Topic 

Discussion 

Action  Item 

4.  Old 

Business 

No  old 
business. 

N/A 

5.  New 
Business 

Amended 
bylaws  were 
nominated  for 
approval  by  Mr. 

T  00  anr] 

seconded  by 
Mr.  Kim. 

Amended  bylaws  were  approved  unanimously. 

6.  Public 
Comment 

None. 

N/A 

7. 

Information 
Item;  Report 
from  the 
Chair 

Nothing  to 
report 

N/A 

8. 

Information 
Item 

Report  from 

the  San 

Francisco 

Housing 

Authority 

regarding 

Hunter's 

View 

Relocation 
Plan  by 
Dominica 
Henderson 

N/A 

9. 

Discussion 
Item 

Correspondence 
-No 

Correspondence 

N/A 

10. 

Adj  ournment 

Mr.  Seto  moved 
to  adjourn,  Mr. 
Kim  seconded. 

Unanimously  approved. 

http://sf-moh.org/index.  aspx?page=665 
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Agenda 
lopic 

Discussion 

Action  Item 

i  ne  next 

meeting  will  be 

scheduled  for 

August  12, 

2010. 

Mr  Seto 

adjourned  the 

meeting  at  7:14 

p.m. 

http :  //sf-moh.  org/index .  aspx?page=665 
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